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I. Introduction

A. Backgound

County Code Section 50-35(k) (the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance or
APFO) directs the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve preliminary
plans of subdivision only after finding that public facilities will be adequate to
serve the subdivision. This involves predicting future travel demand from
private development and comparing it to the capacity of existing and
programmed public transportation facilities.

In accordance with the ~ 2003-05 Annual Growth Policy adopted by the
County Council on October 28, 2003, subdivision applications are subject to only
one transportation test called the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR).

B. Policy Areas

The County is divided into separate traffic zones, which are grouped into policy
areas (Map 1). The congestion standards established by the County Council and
adopted in these Guidelines are set by policy areas (see Table 1). However, in
accordance with the adopted Annual Growth Policy for adequacy of public
transportation facilities related to preliminary and project plan applications and
all other regulatory actions (i.e., zoning, mandatory referral, and special
exception) filed after July 1, 2004, the Planning Board will not be required to
determine if sufficient residential or non-residential capacity exists within the
policy area in which a property is located.

c. Local Area Transportation Retiew

The Local Area Transpotiation Revtiw Guidelines adopted by the Planning
Board are to be used by applicants in the preparation of reports to the Planning
Board to determine the requirement for and the scope of a traffic study or
review prepared by an applicant for subdivision and mandatory referral cases
brought before the Planning Board.

The LATR Guidelines are also recognized as the standard to be used by

applicants in the preparation of reports to the Board of Appeals and the
Hearing Examiner for special exception and zoning cases brought before these
bodies.
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The intent of the Local Area Transpotiation Review Guidelines is to establish
criteria for determining if development can or cannot proceed. Pursuant to the
adopted Annual Growth Policy, the Planning Board must not approve a subdivision
if it finds that an unacceptable weekday peak-hour level of congestion will result
after taking into account existing roads, programed roads, available or
programmed mass transportation and physical improvements or trip mitigation
measures to be provided by the applicant. If the subdivision will affect a nearby’
intersection for which congestion is already unacceptable, then the subdivision may
only be approved if it does not make the situation worse

Table 1: Local Area Transportation Review
Standards by Policy Area

(As of July 2004)

Intersection Congestion

Congestion

(Mtical Lwe Policy ties
Vol-e) Stmdards

1400 Rural heas

Clarksburg Gemantiwn West

1450
Dmascus ~m~tiwn East
Gaithersburg City MontgomeT Viilage/fiWark

Gems.tiwn T.wn Center’

Cloverlv Obey
1475 Demo;d Potomac

Nofih Potomac R&D Village

1500
AsPn Hill
Fairlan~hite Oak

R.ckville City

1550 N.mh Bethesda

1s00
BethesdtiChevy Chase
Kensin&omeatin

Silver Spring~akOma Park

Bethesda CBD
Friendship Heights CBD

Silver Spring CBD

1800 Glenmont
Twinbrook

Grosvenor
Wheat.. CBD

Shady Grove
White Flint

In situations where an unacceptable peak-hour level of congestion will exist, the

applicant, in consultation with Transportation planning staff> the Montgomery
County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) anWor the
Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), should use these procedures to
develop recommendations for specific intersection improvements, or pedestrian,
bicycle or transit enhancements that would mitigate the transportation impact of
the development in these areas of local congestion so that the Planning Board or

‘ See Section El, page 12
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another elected or appointed body could consider granting approval. The procedures
outlined in the LATR Guidelines are intended to provide a near-term “snapshot in
time” of estimated future traffic conditions and to present a reasonable estimate of
traffic conditions at the time of development.
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II. Criteria for Screening Cases for LocaCArea
Tranpotiation ~emew

Applicants will be required in most instances to submit a traffic statement with the
development application concerning the need for a Local Area Transportation
Review (LATR). Transportation Planning staff will use the following criteria to
determine whether and when the applicant needs to submit a traffic study.

In cases where an LATR is required (see 11.A below), a traffic study must be filed as
a part of the development submittal. Transportation Planning staff will review the
traffic statement andor traffic study. If Transportation Planning staff determines,
by reviewing the traffic statement, that a traffic study is necessary, but one was not
submitted with the filed application, the application will not be considered complete
until a trafic study is submitted and found to be complete. Figure 1 is an example
of a chec~ist used by staff for determining the completeness of a traffic study. Any
modifications in the analysis identified by Transportation Planning statis review
are the responsibility of the applicant, after appropriate oral antior written notice
of the issues identified or change(s) required. As long as a traffic study is
determined to be complete, staff will consider the date of receipt as the completion
date. Once a traffic study has been found to be complete, staff will noti& the

applicant in writing within two weeks and, by COPY of that letter, inform
representatives of nearby community andor business groups or associations.

Staff will determine the acceptability of the conclusions and recommendations of a
traffic study in consultation with the applicant, DP~, S~, and community
representatives as part of the review process in preparation for a public hearing.

A Si~ificantly Sized Project

me proposed development must be of sufficient size to have a measurable traffic
impact on a specific local area to be considered in a local area transportation review.
Measurable traffic impact is defined as a development that generates 30 or more
total (i.e., existing, new, pass-by and diverted) weekday trips during the peak hour
of the morning (6:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m.) andor evening (4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) peak
period of adjacent roadway traffic.

M-NCPPC Local hea Transportation Review Guidelines Page 5



FiguFe 1: Check L ist for Determ in ing the Comp~eten ess of Traffic Studies

Development Name:

Development Number:

❑ Stage of Development Approval:
(zoning, special exception, subdivision, mandatory referral)

❑ Are the intersections counted for the traffic study acceptable?

❑ Are tbe traff]c counts current; i.e., within one year erfdate of study?

❑ Were any traffic counts taken on or near holidays?

❑ Are there any “bad” traffic counts? (Compare to other recent counts.)

❑ Are peak hours and lane-use configurations on each intersection approach correct?

❑ Is assumed background development correct?

❑ Do the improvements associated with the development mitigate site traffic and are
they feasible? (Applicant should check feasibility of improvements with DPWT
and/or SHAstaff. Applicant should check the availability nfright-of-way if needed
for the improvements.)

❑ Are pending/cmtcurrent plans that have been filed in accordance with the LATR
Guidelines included in “background development”?

❑ Is the amount of each background development used in the traffic study acceptable,
based on the stage of development approval?

❑ Are the trip generation rates used in the traffic study acceptable?

❑ Are the assumptions for V. new, Vodiverted, and Yepass-by reasonable?

❑ Is trip distribution/assignment assumed in the traffic study acceptable?

Office _ Residential _

Other _ Retail _

❑ Were the correct lane use factors used?

❑ Are the critical lane volumes calculated correctly?

❑ Are the congestion standards identified correctly?

❑ Is a complete Pedestrian Impact Statement inciuded as part of the traffic study?

❑ Were all trafic counts submitted in the accepted standard digital format?
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The following cribria shall be used to determine if a proposed development will
generate 30 or more weekday peak-hour trips:

la. For office or residential development, all peak-hour trips are to be counted
even if, as part of the analysis, some of the trips will be classified as
pass-by trips or trips diverted to the site from existing traffic.

lb. For retail development, pass-by trips need not be counted in determining
the number of trips generated, but will be used for designing site access
and circulation.

2. Ml land at one location within the County, including existing development
on a parcel that is being modified or expanded or land available for
development under common ownership or control by an applicant,
including that land owned or controlled by separate corporations in which
any stockholder (or family of the stockholder) owns ten percent or more of
the stock, shall be included. Staff shall exercise their professional
judgment in consultation with the applicant in determining the

appropriate land area to consider.

For any subdivision that would generate ,30-49 weekday peak-hour vehicle trips, the
Planning Board, after receiving a trafic study must require that either all ~TR
requirements are met or the’ applicant must make an additional payment equal to
50% of the applicable transportation impact tax before it receives any building
permit in the subdivision.

In certain circumstances, Transportation Planning staff may, in consultation with
the applicant, require analysis of traffic conditions during a different three-hour
weekday peak period; e.g., 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. or 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m., to reflect
the location or trip-generation characteristics of the site, existing conditions or
background development as generators of traffic.

The number of trips shall be calculated using the following sources:

1. For all land uses in the Silver Spring, Bethesda, or Friendship Heights
CBD Policy Areas, use the trip generation rates in Appendix C, Tables C-1
or C-2.

2. For all other land uses in parts of the county not included in 1. above:

a. For general office, general retail, residential, fast food restaurant,
private school, child day-care center, automobile filling station,
senior/eIderly housing, ~r mini-warehouse, use the formulas provided
in Appendix A and the tables provided in Appendix B.
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b. For other land uses, use the latest edition of the Trip Generation
Repoti published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

For some land uses of a specialized nature, appropriate published trip-generation
rates may not be available. In such cases, Transportation Planning staff may
request that determination of rates for these land uses be a part of the traffic study.
If special rates are to be used, Transportation Planning staff must approve them
prior to submission of the traffic study.

An applicant shall not avoid the intent of this requirement by submitting piecemeal

applications or aPProval requests for zoning, subdivision, special exception,
mandatory refeVal, or building permits. However, an applicant may submit a
preliminary plan of subdivision for approval for less than 30 peak-hour trips at any
one time provided the applicant agrees in writing that, upon the filing of future
applications, the applicant will comply with the requirements of the LATR
Guidelines when the total number of site-generated peak-hour vehicle trips at one
location has reached 30 or more. Then, a traffic study will be required to evaluate
the impact of the total number of site-generated trips in accordance with the LATR
Guidelines.

Transportation Planning staff may elect to waive these criteria if the development
results in no net increase in weekday peak-hour trips.

B. Congestion Standards

Critical lane volume (CLW standards for intersections that were adopted for each
policy area in the most-recently adopted Annual Growth Policy are shown in
Table 1. Transportation Planning staff maintains an inventory of intersection traffic
data based upon traffic counts collected by the Montgomery County Department of
Public Works and Transportation (DPWT), the Maryland State Highway
Administration (SHA), and private traffic consultants for purposes of providing

applicants with a preliminary assessment of conditions in the vicinity of the
proposed development.

c. Exceptions to the General Guidelines

There are several policy areas where there are exceptions or additions to the
general Local Area Transportation Review process:

1. In the Potomac Policy Area, only developments that Transportation
Planning staff consider will impact any of the following intersections will
be subject to Local Area Transportation Review: a) Montrose Road and
Seven Locks Road, b) Democracy Boulevard and Seven Locks Road, c)
Tuckerman Lane and Seven Locks Road, d) Bradley Boulevard and Seven
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Locks Road, e) Democracy Boulevard and Westlake Drive, b Westlake
Drive and Westlake Terrace, g) Westlake Drive and Tuckerman Lane, h)
River Road and Bradley Boulevard, i) River Road and Piney Meetinghouse
Road, and j) River Road and Seven Locks Road. No other intersections are
to be studied.

2a. The following policy areas have been designated Metro Station Policy
Areas in the most-recently adopted AGP Bethesda CBD, Friendship
Heights CBD, Glenmont, Grosvenor, Shady Grove, Silver Spring CBD,
Twinbrook, Wheaton CBD, and White Flint. This designation means that
the congestion standard equals a critical lane volume of 1800 (see Table 1)
and that development within the area is eligible for the AGPs Mternative
Review Procedure for Metro Station Policy Areas (see Appendix D). This
procedure allows a developer to meet LATR requirements by 1) agreeing
in a contract with the Planning Board and the County Department of
Public Works and Transportation to make a payment as designated in the
AGP, 2) participating in and supporting a Transportation Management
Organization (TMO) if and when one exists 3) mitigating 50% of their
total weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips, and 4) conducting a
tratilc study to identify intersection improvements antior trip mitigation
measures that would have been required. Both residential and non-
residential projects are eligible for the procedure.

2b. Development in the above-mentioned Metro Station Policy Areas will be
reviewed in accordance with Section V of these guidelines. These
procedures provide specific criteria to satisfi the general guidelines
included in the adopted Annual Growth Policy (AGP).

3. Area-specific trip-generation rates have been developed for the Bethesda,
Friendship Heights, and Silver Spring CBDS. (See Appendix C.)

M-NCPPC heal Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 9
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111. Metfiod and ~eparation of Local Area
Tranpotiation Review Trafic study

A. General Criteria and Analnical Techiques

The following general criteria and analytical techniques are to be used by
applicants for subdivision, zoning, special exceptions, and mandatory referrals in

submitting information and data to demonstrate the expected impact on

intersections of public roadways by the vehicle trips generated by the proposed
development. In addition to the consideration of existing traffic associated with
current development, applicants shall include in the analysis potential traffic that
will be generated by their development and other nearby approved but unbuilt
development (i.e., background).

The traffic study for a proposed development under consideration by the Planning
Board or other public bodr e.g., the Board of Appeals, the cities of Rockville or
Gaithersburg, must include in background traffic all developments approved and
not yet built and occupied prior to the submission of an application.

Transportation Planning staff may require that applications in the immediate
vicinity of the subject application submitted in accordance with the WTR
Guidelines and filed simultaneously or within the same time frame be included in
background traffic, even if the Planning Board has not approved them. If an
application is approved after a trafic study has been submitted for another project
and both require improvements for the same intersection(s), then the traffic study
for the pending application must be updated to account for the traffic and
improvements from the approved application.

Information and data on approved but unbuilt developments, i.e., background
development, nearby intersections for study, trip distribution and trafic
assignment guidelines, and other required information will be supplied to the

applicant by Transportation Planning staff within 15 working days of receipt of a
written request.

The traffic study should be submitted along with the application or within 15
working days prior to or after the application’s submission date. If a trafic study is
submitted at the same time as the application, the applicant will be notified
concerning the completeness of the traffic study within 15 working days of the
Development Review Committee meeting at which the application is to be
discussed. If not submitted before the Development Review Committee meeting,
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Transportation staff has 15 working days after submittal to notify the applicant as
to whether or not the traffic study is complete.

For a trip mitigation program or an intersection improvement’ to be considered for
more than one application, the program or improvement must provide enough
capacity to allow all the applications participating in the program or improvement
to satisfy the conditions of LATR. An intersection improvement maybe used by two
or more developments if construction of the improvement has not been completed
and open to the public. In order to be considered, the program or improvement must
provide sufficient capacity to:

. result in a calculated CLV in the total traffic condition that is less than
the congestion standard for that policy area, or

. mitigate the traffic impact if the calculated CLV in the total traffic
condition exceeds the intersection congestion standard for the applicable
policy area. Mitigation is achieved when the CLV in the total traffic
condition that includes traffic from each contributing development with
the improvement is equal to or less than the CLV in the background
traffic condition without the improvement.

men development is conditioned upon improvements, those improvements must be
bonded, under construction, or under contract for construction prior to the issuance
of building permits for new development. Construction of an improvement by one

aPPlicant does not relieve other applicants who have been conditioned to make the
same improvement of their responsibility to participate in the cost of that
improvement.

If the Planning Board &ants an extension to an approved preliminary plan,
Transportation Planning staff will determine if the traffic study needs to be
updated based on the APF validity period, usually three years, originally approved
by the Planning Board.

B. Scope of ~aMc Study

At a meeting or in written correspondence with Transportation Planning staff, the
following aspects of the traffic study will be proposed by the applicant andor
provided by staff and agreed upon:

1. intersections that are to be included in the traffic study. The number of
intersections to be included will be based upon the trips generated by the
d development under consideration (see Section 11.A. for specific criteria
regarding “land at one location”). As a general guideline, Table 2
indicates the number of significant signalized intersections from the site
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in each direction to be included in the trafic study, based on the
matimum number of weekday peak-hour trips generated by the site,
unless Transportation Planning staff finds that special circumstances
warrant a more limited study. For large projects, i.e., ~eater than 750
peak-hour site trips, the number of intersections shall reflect likely future
signalized intersections as determined by staff and the applicant.

Table 2: Signalized Intersections from Site in Each Direction to Be
Included in a Traffic Study

Mtimum Weekday Mtium Number of
Peak-How Site Trips Si~dized

htersections h Each
Direction

30-250 1
250 – 749 2

750-1,249 3
1,250 – 1,750 4

>1,750 5

Transportation Planning staff, in cooperation with the applicant, will use
judgment and experience in deciding the significant intersections ~
to be studied. Interchanges (future) will be afforded special
considerations, including ramps/termini being treated as signalized
intersections. The urban areas of the county, including Central Business
Districts and Metrorail Station policy areas, have more closely-spaced
intersections, suggesting that the major intersections be studied.

t Transportation Planning staff will consider other factors in reaching a
decision regarding the number of intersections to be included in the traffic
study, such as:
. geographic boundaries; e.g., parks, interstate routes, railroads
. contiguous land under common ownership

I
. the type of trip generated; e.g., new, diverted, pass-by
. the functional classification of roadways; e.g., six-lane major highway

2a. approved but unbuilt (i.e., background) development to be included in the
I traffic study. As a general guideline, background development to be

included in the traffic study will be in the same geographic area as the
intersections to be studied, as discussed in 1) above. Staging of large
background developments beyond the typical time period for a traffic

1 study will be considered on a case-by-case’basis.

I
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2b.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

active trnp mitigation programs, or physical improvements not
completed, that have been required of other developments included in
background traffic.

the adequacy of etisting turning movement counts and need for
additional data. Generally, trafic counts less than one year old when the
traffic study is submitted are acceptable. Traffic counts should not be
conducted on a Monday or a Friday, during summer months when public
schools are not in session, on federal antior state andor county holidays,
on the day before or after federal holidays, during the last two weeks of
December and the first week of January, or when weather or other
conditions have disrupted normal daily traffic.

factors, e.g., the specific trip pattern of development, to be used to
compute the trip generation of the proposed development and
developments included as background

the directional distribution and assignment of trips generated by the
proposed development and developments included as background, in
accordance with the latest publication of “Trip Distribution and Traffic
Assignment Guidelines> by Transportation Planning staff (see
Appendti E)

mode split assumptions, if the traffic study is to include reductions in
trips generated using vehicle-based trip factors

transportation projects fully funded for construction within four years in
the County’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), the State’s
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP), or any municipal capital
improvements program that are to be included in the analysis, along with
techniques for estimating traffic diversion to major new programmed
facilities.

traffic circulation andor safety concerns related to site access (generally
applied to public or private facilities with 800 or more seats or which can
otherwise accommodate 800 or more people during an event)

a feasible range of types of traffic engineering improvements or trip
mitigation measures associated with implementing the development

the number, size, and use of buildings or types of residential units on the
site

queuing analysis, if required (see Section V)
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12. a pedestrian and bicycle impact statement to assure safe and efficient
pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation to and within the site,
including

::

c.
d.

e.

f.

g.

pedestrian antior bicycle counts at intersections
etisting antior proposed sidewalks antior bikeways adjacent to the
site andor off-site of sufficient width, offset from the curb per county
standards
lead-in sidewalks to the site and connectivity to the local area
etisting andor proposed bus stops, shelters and benches, including
real time transit information
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations at nearby intersections; e.g.
crosswalks, pedestrian signals, push buttons, median refuges, @C-
ompatible ramps
sufficient bicycle racks andor lockers on site
recognition of peak pedestrian an~or bicycle activity periods; e.g.,
evenings related to restaurants.

For a zoning case, Transportation Planning staff may initiate a meeting with the;.
applicant, the Hearing Examiner and interested groups or individuals to establish
the scope of the traffic analysis.

I

I
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Iv. Finhngs for Ina&quate Facilities

The Transportation Planning staff report to the Planning Board will present
findings for each of the categories identified below and make recommendations
relating to the adequacy of the transportation facilities. The Planning Board will
use these findings and recommendations, as well as comments and
recommendations from the public, the Montgomery County Department of Public
Works and Transportation, the Maryland State Highway Administration, andor
incorporated cities/towns within the County as appropriate, to make its overall
findings as to adequacy of public facilities for the proposed development.

~ fianspofiation Solutions

If the applicant’s traffic study identifies a local area condition that exceeds the
congestion standard for that policy area, Transportation Planning staff will notify
the applicant, the Montgomery County Department of Public Works and
Transportation (DPWT) andor the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA)
of the condition so that they can work together to develop a feasible solution to
mitigate the impact. The Planning Board may select either trip mitigation
agreements, non-automobile transportation amenities, or physical road
improvements (or a combination thereofl as the required means to relieve local
congestion. Priority will be given to non-physical improvements in Metro Station
and CBD policy areas. (See Section W.)

If physical improvements are to be considered in Metro Station and Central
Business District (CBD) policy areas, priority consideration will be given to
improving the most congested intersections in that policy area, even though they
may not be in the specific local area included in a given trafic study. Efforts will be
made to combine the resources of two or more developers to provide appropriate
transportation improvements, be they physical intersection improvements or traffic
mitigation measures.I

Once the applicant, Transportation staff, and staff of DPWT antior SHA have
identified and agreed that there are feasible transportation solutions to obtain
adequate local transportation capacity, these solutions will be incorporated as
conditions of approval in the Transportation Planning staff report. These solutions
could include additional traffic engineering or operations changes beyond those
currently programmed, or non-programmed transit or ridesharing activities that
would make the overall transportation system adequate.

“If an applicant is participating in a traffic mitigation program andor one or more
intersection improvements to satisfy Local Area Transportation Review

1
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requirements, that applicant shall be considered to have met Local Area
Transportation Review for any other intersection where the volume of trips
generated by the site under consideration is less than five Critical Lane Movements.

In the case of developments that elect to use one of the special procedures in the
Annual Growth Policy (AGP) described in Appendix D, the solutions must be
identified and agreed to as above but will not be made conditions of approval.

B. De~ee of Local Congestion

Transportation Planning staff will identify the degree of intersection congestion
calculated for the peak hour of both weekday morning and evening peak periods
using the Critical Lane Volume method and the congestion standards by policy area
listed in Table 1. For intersections that straddle policy area boundaries, the higher
congestion standard shall be used.

In establishing the LATR congestion standards, an approximately equivalent
transportation level of service that balances transit availability with roadway
congestion in all policy areas of the County is assumed. In areas where greater
transit accessibility and use exist, greater traffic congestion is permitted. Table 1,
which shows the Critical Lane Volume congestion standard adopted by the County
Council for each policy area, is based on this concept.

Transportation Planning staff will present findings comparing the calculated CLVS
with the congestion standard(s) of the nearby intersections. If the congestion
standard is exceeded under background conditions, an applicant may be required to
provide a traffic mitigation program or construct intersection improvements that
would result in equal or improved operating conditions (as measured by CLV) than
those that would occur without the applicant’s development. Under these
conditions, local congestion will be considered less severe even though the
calculated CLV may still exceed the congestion standard for the policy area in
which the development is located.

c. Unavoidable Congestion

Transportation Planning staff will identify the degree to which alternate routes to
serve the trips associated with the proposed development can be considered. (See
Section WI. F. Trip Assignment.) If there are no appropriate alternate routes for
the traffic to use to avoid the congestion, then it must be assumed that trips from
the proposed development will increase the local area congestion. It is not appro-
priate to anticipate that the trips associated with the development would use local
streets other than for site access unless such streets have been functionally
‘classified as being suitable for handling background and site-generated trips, e.g.,

- arterial, business district, or higher classifications.
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D. fiansportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies

Transportation Planning staff, in coordination with staff from DP~, will identi~
the degree to which transit (i.e., bus service, proximity to a Metrorail station),
ridesharing or other TDM activities can be considered to mitigate vehicle trips
generated by a development. If there is sufficient potential for serving the proposed
development antior immediate area with transit or ridesharing services, then
priority will be given to developing a transit alternative or trip mitigation program
to mitigate the development’s local traffic impact. If it is physically or fiscally
ineffective for the public agencies to provide transit or ride sharing services, then it
must be assumed that trips from the proposed development will increase the local
area congestion.

E. Project-Related Trafic

Transportation Planning staff will identify the degree to which local traffic
congestion is directly attributable to the proposed development. Traffic from three
sources will be measured: 1) existing traffic, 2) trips generated by the sum total of
all nearby approved but unbuilt developments (i.e., background development), and
3) total trips generated by the proposed development. The more trips the proposed
development contributes to local traffic congestion, the greater the assumed severity
of local impact.

I
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ti Wocedures for Application in the centraC
Business Disttict (c@D) and%etro Station Pofig
Areas

Except where noted, the technical definitions and procedures applied in Central
Business District (CBD) and Metro Station policy ~eas will be consistent with
those defined elsewhere in these guidelines.. In reviewing CBD and Metro Station
Policy kea applications, the following criteria will be used

A Adequacy of ~afic Flows

1. ky intersection with a CLV of 1,800 or less will, in most cases, be
considered acceptable with no further analysis required. However,
Transportation Planning staff may require the queuing analysis noted in
2 below if they believe that abnormally long queuing might be present due
to unusual conditions even at intersections with a CLV below 1,800.
Transportation Planning staff shall define those intersections for which
special analysis is required in writing to the applicant as early in the
review process as possible, and no later than official written notification of
a complete traffic study. The CLV will be calculated in accordance with
the procedures defined in these guidelines.

2. If the CLV is over 1,800, a queuing analysis shall be performed. Existing
queues shall be measured by the applicant and total traffic (i.e., existing,
background and site) and planned roadway and circulation changes shall
be taken into account. The average queue length in the weekday peak
hour should not extend more than 80 percent of the distance to an
adjacent signalized intersection, provided the adjacent signalized
intersections are greater than 300 feet apart. The 80 percent standard
provides a margin of safety for peaking. If adjacent signalized
intersections are closer together than 300 feet, the average queue length
in the weekday peak hour should not extend more than 90 percent of the
distance to the adjacent signalized intersection. The signal timing
assumed for this analysis must be consistent with the crossing time
required for pedestrians in paragraph B .2.b. of this section.

If adequate conditions cannot be achieved, and no mitigating measures
are programmed that would result in an acceptable CLV, the
transportation system in the CBD or Metro Station Policy &ea may not
be deemed adequate to support the development.
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B. Site Access and Pedestriafiicycle Safety

In addition to the traffic flow analysis, applicants must demonstrate that the
following guidelines are not violated by their site development:

1

2.

Vehicle access points for site parking and loading must be located so that
their use will not interfere with trafic flows on the adjacent streets or
with access points to neighboring buildings or transit terminal areas.
Access directly onto the major roads should be avoided, but if proposed it
will be considered in the context of the application.

Pedestrian and bicycle safety shall be assessed based on the following
characteristics:

a.

b.

Conflicts between pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles of all types
accessing the site shall be minimized. Actions shall be taken to ensure
pedestrian and bicycle safety on and adjacent to the site.

The applicant must provide evidence from the DP~ that the
pedestrian phase of the traffic signal cycle, for each approach at the
adjacent and c~tical intersections will provide at all times at least
enough time for pedestrians to completely cross the street walking at a
speed of 3.0 feet per second. mere possible, enough time should be
provided to completely cross while walking at 2.5 feet per second. The
intent of this requirement is to provide enough time for people who
tend to walk slower to be able to cross at 3.0 feet per second if they
leave the curb the moment the walk indication for that’ movement is
displayed. People who are able to walk at 4.0 feet per second or faster
will be able to start crossing any time the walk indication appears and
complete the crossing during the flashing don’t walk pedestrian
clearance period.

These aspects must be documented in the traffic study submitted as
part of the development apphcation. In the analysis, all pedestrian and
bicycle movements are assumed to be made at the street level.

c. Other Criteria

1.

Page 22

Total traffic is defined as the existing traffic, plus trips from approved but
unbuilt developments, plus the trips from the proposed development
during the peak hour of the weekday morning and evening peak periods.
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2. Critical intersections are those within the CBD or Metro Station Policy
Area, defined by Transportation Planning staff, generally adjacent to
the site, or allowing site traffic to enter an arterial or major road. In some
cases, where site volumes are large, additional intersections within or
contiguous to the CBD or Metro Station Policy Area may be identified by
Transportation Planning staff for inclusion in the traffic study.

3. Vehicles can be assigned to parking garages encountered on their trip into
the CBD or Metro Station Policy Area. The capacity of parking garages
must be accounted for based on guidance from the Transportation
Planning staff and consultation with DPWT staff.

4. Trip generation rates for background and site development traffic are
contained in Appendices A, B, and C.

D. Information Protided by Staff

The following information will be provided to the applicant by Transportation
Planning and DPWT staffs for use in the trafic study.

,1.

1 2.

I
3.

4.

I

5.

Existing traffic counts at selected locations. .~e applicant shall be
required to update these data if the application is submitted more than
one year after the data were initially gathered.

Trip generation rates

Directional distribution(s) (See Appendix E.)

Parking garage capacity information and locations of future public
parking garages

A listing of background developments.

E. ~affic Mitigation Agreement

Each applicant must have a proposed traffic mitigation agreement outlining a
participation plan for trip reduction measures and other strategies for participating
in efforts to achieve the mode share goals for that area. This plan should be
prepared in conjunction with the area’s Transportation Management District, if

) applicable, DPWT, and Transportation Planning staff.

!
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F. Participation in ~ansportation Improvements

Applicants may be required by the Planning Board to participate in some of the
transportation improvements included in a capital program. This participation,
which will be proportional to the development impact on the improvement, will be
determined by the staffs of Transportation Planning, DP~ and the Maryland
Department of Transportation. If the traffic study identifies changes to roadway or
other transportation-related activities that are required to mitigate the impact of
the proposed development on or adjacent to the development site, these changes will
be the responsibility of the applicant as part of satisfying Local Area Transportation
Review (LATR) procedures.
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VI. Methods to Reduce LocaCflrea Tranpotiation
Review Impact

A. Methods to Reduce Local Area Transportation Review
Impact For Residential and Non-Residential Development

1. Trtiic Mitigation Agreement Measures

The applicant may be required to reduce LATR impact by entering into a legally-
binding agreement (or contract) with the Planning Board and the Department of
Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) to mitigate the impact of all or a part of
their site-generated trips within the policy area where the site is located. Each
traffic mitigation program will be required to operate for at least 12 years once a
trip reduction requirements have been met, but no longer than 15 years at the
discretion of the Planning Board.

The following are examules of the measures that could be included in a T~
.

I
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

I

Subsidizing transit fares to increase ridership on existing or other
transit bus rout~
Providing the capital and operating costs to add a new budtransit
route, extend an existing bus/transit route, or improve service
(frequency or span) on an existing route
Constructing a new park-and-ride facility
Providing funds to increase use of an existing park-and-ride facility
Funding a private shuttle service; e.g., to and from the site to a nearby
Metrorail station or to a park-and-ride facility
Constructing queue-jumper lanes, providing traffic signal pre-emption
devices and other techniques to improve bus travel times
Parking management activities
Live-near-your-work programs

Other measures may be suggested by applicants, Transportation Planning staff, or
DP~, creative approaches to reducing traffic impacts are encouraged.

T~s may require monitoring, as appropriate for each project. If monitoring is

t

required, it shall be done on a quarterly basis at the applicant’s expense by DWPT
staff or a consultant selected by the Planning Board to ensure compliance with the
conditions of the contract. If the goals are not being met, DPWT staff or the
consultant shall monitor the TMA on a monthly ba~is until such time as the goals
are met for three consecutive months. Transportation Planning staff and DPWT

I

M-NCPPC heal Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 25



staff shall work with the applicant to seek additional
compliance during periods when the goals are not being met.

2. Non-Automobile Transportation Amenities

measures to ensure

To maintain an approximately equivalent transportation level of service at the local
level considering both auto and non-auto modes of travel, the Planning Board may
permit a reduction in the amount of roadway improvements or traffic mitigation
needed to satisfy the conditions of Local Area Transportation Review in exchange
for the installation or construction of non-automobile transportation amenities that
will enhance pedestrian safety or encourage non-automobile mode choices, such as
sidewalks, bike paths, curb extensions, countdown pedestrian signals, “Super
Shelters,” bus shelters and benches, bike lockers and static or real time transit
information signs.

Such amenities must be implemented so as to offset the local area impact at the
specific intersection(s) where the congestion standard has been exceeded and the
need for an improvement has been identified. Thus, trip distribution and
assignment assumptions are a key factor in determining local area intersection

. impacts and the level of trip mitigation required.

In determining the ‘adequacy” of such improvements in mitigating local area
congestion, the Planning Board must balance the environmental and community
impacts of reducing congestion at an intersection against the safe and efficient
accommodation of pedestrians, bike riders and bus patrons. Monitoring shall not be
required of non-automobile transportation amenities.

a. Construction of Sidewdks, Bike Paths, Curb Extensions,
Pedestrian Refuge Islands, Accessible (for the visusdly-

~paired co~~ity) or Countdo- pedestrian Signals and
Handicap Ramps

An applicant may propose to reduce LATR impact by constructing off-site sidewalks
andor bike paths, curb extensions, pedestrian refuge islands, light emitting diode

(LED), accessible or countdown pedestrian signals and handicap ramps which
provide safe access from the proposed or an existing development to any of the
following uses:

. Transit stations or stops (rail or bus)

. Public facilities (e.g., school, library, park, or post office)

. Recreation centers

. Retail centers that employ 20 or more persons at any time

. Housing projects

. Office centers that employ 100 or more persons
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. Existing sidewalks or bike paths

. Adjacent development(s) or private amenity space; e.g., sitting area,
theater, community center

Curb extensions may be considered along streets on which on-street parking
already exists, provided they do not reduce traffic capacity and operations at the
proposed intersection(s). Accessible pedestrian signals (for the visually-impaired
community), retrofitting existing traff]c signals with countdown lights, and
reconstructing existing sub-standard handicap ramps (to current ADA guidelines)
should be allowed as optional amenities.

These uses must be within one-quarter mile of the edge of the proposed or an
existing development. For transit stations or stops, the frequency of transit service
must be at intervals of 20 minutes or less during the weekday morning and evening
peak periods.

An excellent resource for considering new segments of bikeways is the Countywide
Bikeway Functional Master Plan. A prioritization strategy from the document
contains lists of bikeways categorized by activity centers; e.g., Metrorail, central
business districts, major county park trails (see Appendix F).

b. Provision of “Super Shelters”, Bus Shelters and Benches

An applicant may propose to reduce LATR impact by constructing a “Super
I Shelter”, bus shelter or bench, including a concrete pad, to encourage bus use,

which reduces weekday peak-hour vehicle trips by diverting some person-trips to
buses. There are two types of shelters that can be provided “standard bus
shelters and “Super Shelters.”

I

. The County recently reached agreement with Clear Channel
Communications (CCC) to provide a minimum of 500 standard bus
shelters in the County. CCC has first choice of locations for these

F shelters, a number of which will carry advertising. Standard bus

1
shelters to be provided under LATR must be located in areas where
CCC chooses not to provide shelters. CCC must be offered first right of
refusal for any new sites if the placement of a shelter is accepted as a
proposal by the developer.

~

. “Super Shelters” include heating and lighting, are larger in capacity,
have four walls (except for openings to enter and exit the shelter) and
provide a higher level of design than standard shelters. An example of
one such shelter is the one to be located on Rockville Pike near

1

Marinelli Road (as part of an agreement with TargeWome Depot).
Provision of these shelters should be incorporated as part of
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development planning and will need to be coordinated with existing
and planned locations for standard shelters.

The bus shelter must be within one-quarter mile of the edge of the proposed or an
existing development and the frequency of the transit service must be at intervals of
20 minutes or less during the weekday morning and evening peak periods.

For any off-site improvement shown in Table 3, pedestrians and bicyclists should be
able to safely cross any roadway to reach their destination. The applicant may
provide improvements that Transportation Planning and DP~ staffs agree would
increase the safety of the crossing.

c. Provision of Bike Lockers

& applicant may propose to reduce MTR impact by providing bike lockers for a
minimum of eight bikes at an activity center located within a one-mile radius of the
edge of the development.

d. Provision of Static and Real-Time Transit Information Sims,
and Information Hosks

A applicant may propose to reduce ~TR impact by providing static or electronic
signs, andor information kiosks at bus shelters, large ofice buildings, retail
centers, transit centers, or residential complexes that indicate scheduled or real-
time transit information, e.g., the scheduled or estimated arrival of the next bus on
a given route.

Static transit information signs may be provided only at locations other than CCC-
provided standard bus shelters, since provision of this type of information at those
shelters is part of that agreement. For static transit information provided at office
buildings, retail centers, etc., the applicant should include provision for changing
this information three times per year.

e. Graduated and Maximum Trip Reduction Credits

Related to the construction or provision of the above (a through d), the maximum
trip credit for any development is related to the congestion standard for that policy
area. In policy areas with higher congestion standards, the maximum reduction in
trips is higher in recognition of the- desire to enhance pedestrian
encourage transit and bike use in these areas. (See Table 3.)

safety antior

Page 28 bcal Area Transportation Reuiew Guidelines M-NCPPC



Table 3 identifies trip reduction options. Any or all of the options maybe used for a
given application. The matimum trip reduction per development is a function of the
policy area congestion standard, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Graduated and Maximum Trip Credits Related to Congestion
Standards

Trip Credit vs Congestion Standard
Non-Automobile Transportation Amenity

1400-1500 1550-1600 1800

100 linear feet of five-foot sidewalk 0.5 0.75 1.0

100 linear feet of eight-foot bike path 0.5 0.75 1.0

Curb Extensiofledestrian Refuge
Islan~andicap Ramp

2.0 3.0 4,0

LED Traffic Signals/ Intersection 4.5 6.75 9.0

Accessible or Countdown Pedestrian Signals/
Intersection

1.0 2.0 3.0

Bus Shelter 5.0 7.5 10.0

“Super” Bus Shelter , 10.0 15.0 20.0

Bus Bench with Pad 0.5 0.75 1.0

Information Kosk 1.5 3.0 4.5

Bike Locker (set of eight) 2.0 3.0 4.0

Red-Time Transit Information Sign 10.0 15.0 20.0

Static Transit Information Sign 0.25 0.4 0.5

Maximum Trip Credits 60 90 120

B.

The

Procedures for Application of Section W - Trip Reduction
Methods

determination of the total number of trips generated by a proposed

k development will be made prior to any reduction. Ii a proposed dev~loument
generated more than 30 total weekday peak-hour trips, a ~rafflc study wo~ld be
required. If an applicant proposes a trafic mitigation agreement or non-automobile
transportation amenities, the reduction could be ac~ounted for in the traffic study.
At the request of Transportation Planning staff, an applicant proposing these
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alternatives to physical improvements will be required to gather data on current
bus patronage or pedestriafiicycle activity within the local area to aid in
evaluating effectiveness.

The applicant may only apply a trip reduction method afier the total number of
peak-hour trips is determined using standard trip rates. Trip reduction derived
from this section may not be applied in policy areas where the &nual Growth
Policy does not allow the application of the special procedure for limited residential
development.
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~11. Methods for Asngning VaCues to Factors
Vsedin a Trafic Stub

A. Capital Improvements Pro@am Definition

If the applicant finds it necessary or appropriate in the preparation of the traffic
study to incorporate programmed transportation improvements, they must rely
upon the County’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) or the State’s
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP). For a project to qualify to be used in a
traffic etudy, the project must be fully funded for construction within four years in
the CIP or CTP as of the date ‘of submission of the traffic study.

However, under certain circumstance, staff may recommend to the Planning Board
that a decision on mating physical intersection improvements be delayed until
building permit; i.e., when a County or State capital project has some funding for
right-of-way antior construction. The Planning Board condition would require the
developer to consult with the County or State when building permit application are
filed. If the County or State agrees in writing that the capital project will be
constructed within four years, then the developer will contribute an amount
equivalent to the cost of the ~TR improvements at that time.

B. Wp Generation

TriD generation eauations and rates are shown in APDendix A for nine general land

I
I
i

.- .-
uses: general office, retail, residential, fast food restaurants, child day-care centers,
private schools/ educational institutions, senior/elderly housing, mini-warehouse,
and automobile filling stations with or without ancillary uses for car washes,
convenience stores, and garages. Equations for calculating trips from other land
uses or zoning classifications can be obtained from the latest edition of the Trip
Generation Report published by ITE. Assistance with the calculation of trips can be
obtained from Transportation Planning staff andor use of the trip tables in
Appendix B. In the Silver Spring, Bethesda, and Friendship Heights CBDS,
different rates reflecting higher transit use are used as shown in Appendix C.

The rate for a retail site over 200.000 sauare feet GM will be set after discussion

I
,.

with Transportation Planning staff and analysis by the applicant of one or more
similar-sized retail sites within Montgomery County. In lieu of data collection, a
retail rate set at two times the latest edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Report rate
may be used.
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Transportation Planning staff is authorized to make minor technical changes to
Appendices A, B, and C as needed, to reflect new information or to correct errors.
Therefore, the user should check with Transportation Planning staff to ensure the
latest version is being applied. Transportation Planning staff will have copies of the
latest version available for distribution upon request.

In some cases, adjustment of the trips from the equations may be appropriate.
Examples include the effect of pass-by trips for retail, including fast food
restaurants, child day-care centers, and automobile filling stations, and the total
trips from mixed uses such as office and retail. These wiIl be considered on a case-
by-case basis, using the best available information concerning each site situation.
There may be instances where a site will have special considerations that make it

aPProPnate to deviate from the rates shown in the referenced sources. ~ese
proposed deviations in trip rates could be determined by ground counts of
comparable facilities, preferably in Montgomery County, and will be considered by
Transportation Planning staff and used with their concurrence.

c. Pe& Hour

The tratilc study shall be based on the highest one-hour period that occurs during
the typical weekday morning (6:30 a.m. -9:3O a.m.) antior evening (4:00 p.m. -7:OO
p.m.) peak periods, i.e., the street peak, or the time period established and agreed to
in Section 11.A. This one-hour period shall be determined from the highest sum of
the existing traffic entering ‘all
consecutive 15-rninute intervals.

-.

approaches to each intersection during four

D. Trip Distribution

The directional distribution of the office and residential generated trips for both
background and site traffic shall be provided to the applicant by Transportation
Planning staff, per the latest edition of the “Trip Distribution and Trafic
Assignment Guidelines” (see Appendix E). The distribution of trips entering and
leaving the proposed development and all background development via all access
points must be justified by the relative locations of other traffic generators (i.e.,
employment centers, commercial centers, regional or area shopping centers,
transportation terminals, or the trip table information provided by Trans~ortation
Planning sta~. For land uses, i.e., retail, not covered by the guidelines,
distribution should be developed in consultation with Transportation Planning
staff.

1

I
Page 32 bcal Area Transpotiation Reuiew Gudelines M-NCPPC



!t
I

i

E. Directional Split

The directional split is the percentage of the generated trips entering or leaving the
site during the peak hour. Refer to the tables in Appendix A to obtain the
directional split for general office, retail, residential, child day-care center, auto
filling station with convenience store, and fast food restaurant uses. See Appendix C
for directional split assumptions for the Bethesda, Friendship Heights, and Silver
Spring CBDS. For all other uses, refer to “directional distribution” as noted in the
latest edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Report. If data are not available,
Transportation Planning staff, along with the applicant, will determine an

appropriate itiout directional split.

F. ~ip Assi~ment

The distribution factors furnished by Transportation Planning staff shall be applied
to the generated trips, and the resulting traffic volumes shall be assigned to the
road network providing access to the proposed development. These trips will be
added to existing trafic as well as the trips generated by backmound development
to determine tie impact on the adequacy-of the transportation facilitie~. The
assignment is to be extended to the nearest major intersection, or intersections, as
determined by Transportation Planning staff (see Table 2).

It should be noted that this. is an estimate of the impact of future traffic on the
nearby road network. Trip distribution and assignment are less accurate the
further one goes from the trip origitidestination.

Once an intersection under assignment conditions of existing plus background
traffic or existing plus background plus site-generated traffic exceeds a CLV of
2,000, diversions to alternate routes may be considered if there are feasible
alternatives, as discussed in paragraph W.C. Unavoidable Congestion. Appropriate
balancing of assignments to reflect impacts of the site on both the primary and
alternate routes is necessary. Impacts on the primary and alternate intersections
must be identified and mitigated if appropriate in accordance with the congestion
standards of these guidelines. Such situations should be discussed with
Transportation Planning, SHA and DP~ staff and resolved on a case-by-case basis
before presentation to the Planning Board.

G. Critical Lane Volwe hdysis

At the intersections identified by Transportation Planning staff, the existing,
background, and site-generated traffic is to be related to the adequacy of the
intersection by using the critical lane volume method. (See Section J.) The
methodology and assumptions shall be updated to maintain consistency with

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 33



revisions to the Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation
Research Board of the National Research Council. The analysis should be carried
out for the peak hour of both the weekday morning and evening peak periods and
should use trafic data for non-holiday weekdays. -

H. tifllc Data

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Current existing traffic volume data may be available from
Transportation Planning’s trafic count database, SHA or DPW.

either

New traffic counts should be conducted by the applicant if, in the opinion
of Transportation Planning staff, traffic volumes have increased due to
some change in the traffic pattern, such as the completion of a
development project after the count was made.

If turning movement data are older than one year when the traffic study
is submitted or, if there are locations for which data are non-existent, data
must be acquired by the applicant using his~er own resources. This is in
accordance with the ordinance and part of the applicant’s submission of
sufficient information and data, consistent with the decisions reached by
the Development Review Committee and Transportation Planning staff.

Intersection traffic counts obtained from public agencies or conducted by
the applicant must be manual turning movement counts of vehicles and
pedestriatiicycle crossing volumes covering the typical weekday peak
periods, i.e., 6:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. -7:OO p.m., or the time
period established and agreed to in Section 11.A. The data must be
collected in 15-minute intervals so as to allow selection of the peak hour
within the nearest 15 minutes (e.g., 4:00-5:00, 4:15-5:15, 4:30-5:30,
4:45-5:45, 5:00-6:00, 5:15-6:15, 5:30-6:30, 5:45-6:45, or 6:00-7:00 p.m.) as
described in Section WI.C. Al weekday peak-period (6:30 a.m. -9:3O a.m.
and 4:00 p.m.- 700 p.m.) turning movement data are required to be
included with and submitted as part of the applicant’s traffic study. Al
intersection trafic counts must be submitted in a digital format provided
by Transportation Planning staff. The subsequent digital database being
created by Transportation Planning staff will be avaiIable upon request to
developers, consultants, and others.

For applicants resubmitting all or portions of their development plans for
the Planning Board’s approval under the expired Expedited Development
Approval (EDA) legislation that require UTR, the traffic study must be
updated if the traffic counts were collected over one year from the date of
resubrnittal and must reflect the updated background developments.

I

i
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I. Adequate Accommodation of fiaffic

The ability of a highway system to carry trafic is expressed in terms of level of
congestion at the critical locations (usually an intersection). CLV congestion
standards for intersections in each policy area have been established as shown in
Table 1. These congestion standards were derived based on achieving approximately
equivalent total transportation levels of service in all areas of the County. Greater
vehicular traffic congestion is permitted in policy areas with greater transit
accessibility and use.

J. Critical Lane Volume Method

The Critical Lane Volume method of calculating the level of congestion at a
signalized or unsignalized intersection is generally accepted by most public agencies
in Maryland, including the Maryland State Highway Administration, the
Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation, the Cities of
Rockville, Gaithersburg, and Takoma Park and Transportation Planning staff at M-
NCPPC. The methodology will fit most intersection configurations and can be
varied easily for special situations and unusual conditions.

Whereas some assumptions (e.g., lane use factors) may vary from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, the general CLV methodology is consistent. An excellent reference
source is S=s web site:
ww.sha.state.md. ushusinesswithshdpemits/ohWimDact aw endidasD

The following step-by-step procedure should be sufficiently descriptive to enable the
applicant to utilize the method at signalized or unsignalized intersections. For the
latter, a two-phase operation should be assumed. The traffic volumes used in the
analysis are those approaching the intersection as determined in each step of the
traffic study (i.e., existing, existing plus background, and existing plus background
plus site).

The following is a step-by-step description of how to determine the congestion level
of an intersection with a simple two-phase signal operation.

Step 1.

Step 2.

Determine the signal phasing, number of lanes and the total volume on
each entering approach to an intersection, and the trafic movement
permitted in each lane.

Subtract from the total approach volume any right-turn volume that oper-
ates continuously throughout the signal cycle, (i.e., a free-flow right-turn
by-pass). Nso, subtract the left-turn vol~me if it is provided with an
exclusive lane.
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Step 3. Determine the maximum volume per lane for each approach by multiplying
the volume calculated in Step 2 by the appropriate lane-use factor selected
from the following table. (Note: Do not count lanes established for exclusive
use euch as right- or left-turn storage lanes -- the lane use factor for a
single exclusive use lane is 1.00. Consult with Transportation Planning
andor DP~ staff regarding any overlap signal phasing).

Number of Lane Use
Approach Factor

Lanes

1 1.00
2 0.53
3 0.37
4 0,30
5 0,25

Step 4. Select the maximum volume per lane in one direction (e.g., northbound)
and add it to the opposing (e.g., southbound) left turn volume.

Step 5. Repeat Step 4 by selecting the maximum volume per lane in the opposite
direction (e.g., southbound) and the opposing (e.g., northbound) left-turn
volume.

Step 6. The higher total of Step 4 or Step 5 is the critical volume for phaee one
(e.g., north-south).

Step 7. Repeat Steps 4 through 6 for phase two (e.g., east-west).

Step 8. Sum the critical lane volumes for the two phases to determine the critical
lane volume for the intersection. (Note: At some intersections, two opposing
flows may move on separate phases. For these caaes, each phase becomes a
part of the critical lane volume for the intersection. Check with Transpor-
tation Planning staff for clarification.)

Step 9. Compare the resultant critical lane volume for the intersection with the’
congestion standards in Table 1.

!
(

1
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K.
Study to Satisfy Local hea Transportation Review

~o copies of the traffic study must be submitted with the development application.
Once Transportation Planning staff confirms that the traffic study is complete, ten
copies must be submitted within five working days of notification.

I In an effort to standardize the information that is to be included with a traffic
study, the following items must be submitted before the application is considered

t

complete.

1. A site or area map showing etisting roads that serve the site.

t“
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

The location on the site map of programmed transportation
improvements, if any, in the Count~s Capital Improvements Program

(CIP) or the State’s Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP), that
affect traffic at the critical intersection(s) to be studied.

Etisting weekday morning and evening peak period vehicle and
pedestriatiicycle traffic count summaries for the ctitical intersections
identified by Transportation Planning staff for analysis.

Nearby approved but unbuilt developments and associated improvements
that would affect traffic at the critical intersection(s) with their location
shown on the area map. (This information is provided by Transportation
Planning staff and included as part of the report.)

A table showing the weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips
generated by each of the nearby approved but unbuilt developments,
including the source of the generation ratedequations for each type of
development.

The trip distribution patterns, in percent, for the nearby approved but
unbuilt developments during the weekday morning and evening peak
hours, with the pattern being shown on an area map.

Weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips entering and leaving the
site, generated by the proposed development, including the site driveways.

The trip distribution patterns, in percent, for the proposed development
during the weekday morning and evening peak hours, with the pattern
being shown on an area map.

Maps that show separately and in combination:

a. Etisting weekday morning and evening peak-hour traffic volumes
using the affected highway system, including turning movements at
the critical intersections.

b. Projected weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips assigned to
the affected highway system for all nearby approved developments,
included as part of the background.

c. The traffic volumes derived by adding trips from approved
development to etisting trafic. ,
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d. Projected weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips assigned to
the affected highway system for the proposed development.

e. The traffic volumes derived by adding site trips to the sum of etisting
plus background traffic.

10. Any study performed to help determine how to assign recorded or
proposed development trips, such as a license plate study or special
turning movement counts.

11. Copies of all critical lane volume analyses, showing calculations for each
approach.

12. A listing of all transportation improvements, if any, that the applicant
agrees to provide and a scaled drawing of each improvement showing
available or needed right-of-way, proposed roadway widening, and area
available for sidewalks, bike path, landscaping, as required.

13. Electronic copies of all vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle traffic counts in
digital format on a 3-lAinch disk as stipulated by Transportation
Planning staff.

!‘“
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Append@: Weekday Pea~-MourTtip-~eneration
Formubs and Rates for Vse in Local Area
Tran~otiation Review

!

I

t

I ~~
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Table A-1: General Ofice

Applicable Size Fomd-te Directional Distribution

Under 25,000 sf AM: T = 1.38(A) m PM
GFA PM: T = 2.24(A) Enkr Exit Enter Exit

25,000 sf GFA and AM: T = 1.70(A)-8 87% 13% 17%
over

83%

PM: T = 1.44(A)+ 20

Over 300,000 sf
GFA with special AM: T=l.70(A)+I15
characteristics (See
Table B-1 )

PM: T = 1.44(A)+ 127

Within 1,000-foot
radius of Metrorail AM: Deduct P = 50% total ttips from”7

station and outside PM: Deduct P = 4 (1000-D)IIOO from “r
the Beltwey (D)

T = weekdsy peak-hour vehicle tips A = gross flmr area (GFA) of building in ! ,000 sf

P = per=ntage reduction in tips (P/100) 0 ❑ skaight Ii”e distincs O“ feet) from the main e“van~ to station

Table A-2: General Retail

Applicable Size Fomti~te Directional Distribution

All sizes except AM: Use 250/. of the weekday evening AM
convenience retail

PM
peak-hour trips

Enter Exit Enter Exit

Under 50,000 sf GU PM: T = 12.36(A) 52°A 48% 52% 48%

From 50,000 sf up to
200,000 sf GM PM: T = 7.43(A)+ 247

Over 200,000 sf GM Special analysis required by applicant or
use two times applicable ITE rate

Convenience retail not pati
of a shopping center or

AM and PM: Use applicable ITE
formula/rate

groups of stores

T = mekday peak-hour vehicle Vips A = gross leasable area (GM) of building in 1,000 sf

Deduct adjustment (P) for no major fd Main store P = O.O5 + 0.002 (200.A)
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Table A-3: Fast Food Restaurants

Weekday peak-hour
trip-generation rates of
fast food restaurants

vary based on their
type of menu selection

(e.g., hamburgers vs.
tacos vs. chicken) and
their location relative

to trafic volume on the

adjacent roadway.

Fomd@te

Develop trip-generation rates

based on driveway counts
from existing similar fast food

restaurants at similar locations
(e.g., McDonald’s Restaurant
on major highways) if data are
available or can be obtained
from previous studies.

Otherwise, use ITE trip-
generation data.

Diwtional Distribution

AM PM

Enter Exit Enter Exit

53% 47% 53% 47%

Table A-4: Residential

Apphcsble Size FssrmultiWte Directional D!atribution

Under 75 units 75 units or over AM
Single-Family

PM

Detached AM: T = 0.95 (U) AM: T= 0.62(U) +25 Enter Exit Enter Exit

PM: T= 1,1 I(U) PM: T= 0.82 (U)+ 21 25% 75% 64% 36%

Under 100 units 100 units and over AM PM

Townhouses AM: T = 0.46 (U) AM: T= O.53(U)-5 Enter Exit Enter Exit

PM: T = 0.83 (U) PM: T = 0.48 (U)+ 35 17% 83% 67% 33%

Garden and Mid-
Rise Apartments

Under 75 units 75 units and over AM PM

[one to nine
AM: T = 0.44 (U) ~: T = 0.40 (U)+ 3 Enter Exit Enter Exit

stofies) PM: T = 0,48 (U) PM: T = 0.47 (U)+ 1 2070 60% 6670 34%

High-Rse
Apartments

Under 100 units 100 units and over AM PM

(ten or more
AM: T = 0.40 (U) AM: T= 0.29(U) +11 Enter Exit Enter Exit

stories) PM: T = 0.46 (U) PM: T = 0.34 (U)+ 12 25% 75V0 61 Y. 39%

T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips U = housing uni~
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Table A-5: Private School weekday Morning Peak Period)
Applicable

S&e
FormultiRate Commente

K-8
For the wekday morning peak period, a special study

m: T= NxO.92 is required to determine the trip-generation rate for
private schools with over 400 students.

For the evening peak period, the applicant may be
required to provide more data on site-generated tra~c

K-1 2 M: T= NxO.78 if it is anticipated that there will be major school-
sponsored events during the evening peak period that
would generate 50 or more weekday peak-hour trips.

Use the rates in the Institute Trip-generation formulas or rates for private schools
Private

of Transportation Engineer’s were developed based on the number of students
schools TripGeneration Report for during only the weekday morning peak period. Since
predominately

high schools (Land Use classes for private schools end before the weekday
grades 10-12

Code 530) evening peak period, a trip-generation rata during the
weekday evening peak period was not developed.

Trip Purpose Directional Distribution

Grade New Pass-by Divefied Enter Exit

K-8 53% 150A 32”h %“/0 46%

K-12 65% 6°A 29% 59% 41”h

T = weekday peak-hour ve~de tdps N = number of stidents

!
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Table A-6: Automobile Filling Station

Applicable Size FormuldRste

Trip Ratea per Pumping PM
Station’:

For stations with/without Station with fuel sales m Upcount~ Downcoun~
~r washes, and:
convenience stores, and
garages 1) no other facilities 11.31 14.96 14,96

T = N x (trip rate) 2) garage 11.00 16.67 11.09

3) convenience store’ 12.28 21.75 12.32

4) carwash and 17.33
convenience store

21.75 15.08

Percentage by Trip Purpose Directional Distribution

AM PM

Weekday
Peak Period

New Pass-by Diverted Enter Exit Enter Exit

AM 15% 60Y. 25% 53% 47Y. 51% 49%

PM 15% 50% 35%

“ T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips N = number of pumping stations (or positions)

1A pumping station is defined as the area at which any one vehicle can stop’ and pump fuel at any one
time. A pumping station could also be referred to as a fueling position in front of a single nozzle dispenser
or a multi-produce dispenser

2Downcoun@ locations are considered the urbanized areas with a congestion standard of 1,500 or higher
(See Table 1), NI other locations are considered upcounty.

3Note that a convenience store as an accessory use to an automobile filing station must have less than
1,650square feet of patron area. Otherwise, such land uses are considered to be a “convenience store
with gasoline pumps” with trip-generation rates available in the ITE Tr;p Generation Repofi as Land Use
Code 853.
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Table A-7:’ Senior/Elderly Housing

Type of Facility Formula/Rate

Retirement Community with
active seniors and minimal Use ITE Land Use Code 250
support services

Independent-tiving Facilities with
Formula

some support services plus
minimal assisted-living and

Up to 150 units: AM: T = 0.05 (U) PM: T = 0.04 (U)

nursing home facilities Over 150” units: AM: T = 0.08 (U) PM: T= 0.11 (U)

AM: T = 0.03 (U)
Assisted-Living Facilities

PM: T = 0.06 (U)

As a land use raquiring a special axception, site-generated traffic
tin be determined based on the statement of operations rather than

Nursing Homes
using ITEs trip-generation data. Except for the administrative staff,
employees usually arrive bafore the weekday morning peak period
to prepare and serve ‘breakfast. They usually stay through the
weekday evening peak period to prepare and serve dinner,

T = weekday peak.hour vemde tips U ❑ defatied, adsched apatient “nit e“dlor rwm

“USually Iawe facihties w.th different levels of suppoti sewims; may be mnsidered “tife cycle” mre

Table A-8: Mini- Warehouse

Type of Facihty Formul~ate Comments

On-Site Vehicle
Rental

No AM: T =0.01 (N) PM: T= O,OI (N) Based on ITE Land Use Code 151

Yes
supplemented with more current local

AM: T“= 0.015 (N) PM: T = 0.02 (N) data

T = weekday pak-hour vehicle tips N = number of stomge u“ik

Table A-9: Child Day-Care Center

Apphcable S~e FormuldRate

For 6 to 25 staff
AM: T=1,75N +17

PM: T= 2.06N + 18

Trip Purpose Directional Distribution

Peak
New

Pass-
Diverted

AM PM
Period by Enter Exit Enter Exit

AM 32% 277. 4170 53% 47% 49% 51%

PM 27% 12% 8170

T = weekday peak-hour vetide trips N = number of sbff
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3ppend~@: Weekday Pea~Hour Ttips generated
6y ~and~sefor Vse in LocaCArea Transpotiation
~ew.ew
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Table B-I: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by General

Office
General

Special Cases
BldQ SIZe Weekday

(SF if GFA) Peak-Hour Tfips
AM PM

5,000 7 11

10,000
15,000
20,000
25,000
30,000
40,000
50,000
60,000
70,000
80,000
90,000

100,000
110,000
120,000
130,000
140,000
150,000
760,000
170,000
180,000
190,000
200,000
220,000
240,000
260,000
280,000
300,000
320,000
340,000
360,000
380,000
400,000
420,000
440,000
460,000
480,000
500,000

14
21
28
35
43
60
77
94
111
128
145
162
179
196
213
230
247
264
281
298
315
332
366
400
434
468
502
536
570
604
638
672
706
740
774
808
842

22
34
45
56
63
78
92
106
121
135
150
164
1?8
193
207
222
238
250
265
279
294
308
337
366
394
423
452
481
510
538
567
596
625
654
682
711
740

AM peak-hour ttips = 1.38(GFWI 000)
PM peak-hour ttips = 2.24(GFW1 000)

25,000 sf and over

AM peak-hour ttips = 1.70 (GFWIOOO) -8
PM peak-hour ttips = I,44(GFW1OOO) + 20

If a builting is within 1,000 feet of a Metrorail station and
outside the BelWay, raduw weekday peak-hour tfips from
chafi at left

Stight Line Percent Redu@on in TflP
Oistsnceto StstiOn

AMon feet) PM

o 50% 40%
50
100
150
200
250
300
350
400
450
500
550
600
650
700
750
800
850
900
950

1,000

50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%

50%
5070
50%
50%
5070
50%
50%
5070
5070

38%
36%
34%
32%
30%
28%
26%
24%
22%
20%
18%
16%
14%
12“/0
10%
8%
6%
4 Y,
2%
o%

If a building is over 300,000 sf with a single employer and
NOT pati of an ati.ity w“ter with different land uses

Suil~ng Size Weekday
(SF of GFA) Peak-Hour Trim

300,001 :2: :5:
320,000 659 588
340,000 693 617
360,000 727 645
380,000 761 674
400,000 795 703
420,000 829 732
440,000 863 761
460,000 897 789
480,000 931 878
500,000 965 847

Equationa Used

AM p~ak-hour ttips = 1.70(GFAf1000) + 115
PM peak-hour tflps = 1.44(GFW1OOO)+ 127

Please note Trip generation rates are alculated
using theskeof individual buildings, not the

combined size of a group.

4

J
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Table B-2: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Gen crated by General
Retail

Wth Maior Food Chain Store
Bldg Siti Peak-Hour Trlpa

(sF of GU) AM

50,000 155 :1;
55,000 656
60,000
65,000
70,000
75,000
80,000
85,000
90,000
95,000

100,000
105,000
110,000
115,000
120,000
125,000
130,000
135,000
140,000
145,000
150,000
155,000
160,000
165,000
170,000
175,000
180,000
185,000
190,000
195,000
200,000

164
173
182
192
201
210
220
229
238
248
257
266
275
265
294
303
313
322
331
340
350
359
368
378
387
396
405
415
424
433

693
730
767
804
841
a79
916
953
99Q
1027
1064
1101
1139
1176
1213
1250
1287
1324
1362
1399
1436
1473
1510
1547
I 5a4
1622
1659
1696
7733

Equations Used

50.000 to 200,000Sf

AM peak-hour tdps = 0.25 [7.43 (GW1 000) + 24fl

) PM peak-hour trips= 7.43 (GWI 000)+ 247

I

AdjustmentFatior for No Maior Food Chain Store

P = 0.05+ 0.002 [200 - (GWIOOO)]

Without Major Food Chain Store
Bldg Sue Paak-Hour Trips

(SF of GM) AM PM

5,000 9 35
10,000 70
15,000 108
20,000 146
25,000
30,000
35,000
40,000
45,000
50,000
55,000
60,000
65,000
70,000
75,000
80,000
85,000
90,000
95,000

100,000
105,000
110,000
115,000
120,000
125,000
130,000
435,000
140,000
145,000
150,000
155,000
160,000
165,000
170,000
175,000
180,000
185,000
190,000
195,000
200,000

;8
27
36
46
57
67
78
89

101
I oa
116
124
132
141
149
158
167
176
1a6
195
205
215
225
235
246
256
267
278
289
301
312
324
336
348
360
373
386
399
412

Equations Used

Under 50,000 sf

185
226
26a
311
356
402
433
464
496
529
563
597
633
668
705
743
7a~
820
859
899
941
982
1025
1068
1112
1157
1203
1249
1296
1344
1393
1442
i 492
1543
1594
1646

c ‘ ‘ooooto’oo
AM peak-hour trips= 0.25 [12.36(GWI 000)] (1-P)

PM peak-hourttips=[12.36 (G WI 000)] (1-P)

No equations, since mjor food chtin stire is
AM peak-hour trips= 0.25 [7.43(GwI 000)+ 247](1 -P)

PM peak-hour ttips = [7.43(Gw1000) + 247](1.P)
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Table B-3: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by
Residential Units

No. Single TowhoWe Ga~en Wgh-Riw
of Family Amtient Aptiem

Unl*
AM PM AM PM Am PM Am Pkf

f 1 101 000 0
5
10

;:
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
Im
110
120
130
140
150
180
170
180

ifi
210
220
230
240
250
275

425
450
475
500
550
600

5
10
14
19
24
29
33
38
43
4a
52
5T
62
67
72
75
78
81
84
87
93
99
106
112
118
124
130
137
143
149
155
161
166
174
180
196
211
227
242
258
273
289
304
320
320
366
397

6
11

:
28
33
39
44
50
56
81
67
72
78
83
87

::
99
103
111
119
728
136
144
152
160
169
777
185
193
201
210
218

24?
267
2a8
308
329
349
370
390
411
437
472
513

2
5
7
10
12
14
17
19
22
24
26
29
31
34
36
38
41
43
46
48
53
59
&
69
75
ao
85
90
96
101
106
112
117
122
126
141
154
167
181
194
207
220
234
247
260
287
313

4
8
12
17
21
25
29

:;
42
46
50
w
58
62
66
7i
75
79
83
68
93
97
102
107
112
117
121
126
131
136
141
145
150
155
167
179
191
203
215
227
239
251
263
275
299
323

2
4
7
9
11
13
15

x
22
24
26
29
31
33
35
37
39
41
43
47
51

$
64
67
71
75
79
83
87
91
95
99
103
113
123
133
143
153
164
173
183
193
203
223
243

2
5
7
10
12
14
17

;;
24
26
29
31

36
39
41
43
46
46
53
57
62
67
72
76
81
86

E
100
104
109
114
119
130
142
IM
166
177
1a9
201
213
224
236
260
2a3

2
4
6
6
10
12
14
16
16
20
22
24
26
26
30
32
34
36
39
40
43
46
49
52
55
57
60
63
66
69
72
75
78
81
84
91
96
105
113
120
127
134
142
149
156
171
165

2
5
7
9
12
14
16

;!
23
25
26
30
32
35
3?
39
41

z
49
53

::
63
66
70
73
77
80
93
87
90
%
97
106
114
123
131
140
148
157
165
174
162
199
216

Equstions Used

SINGLE-FMILY DETACHED

Under 75 Units

AM peak-hour trips= 0,95(# of units)
PM peak-hour trips= 1.11 (# of units)

75 Units and Over

AM peak-hour trips= 0,62(# of units) + 25
PM peak-hour ttipa = 0.82(# of units) + 21

TOWNHOUSES OR SINGLE-F~lLY A~ACHED

Under 100 Units

AM peak-hour trips= 0.48(# of unif3)

PM peak-hour trips= 0.63(# of unit3)

100 Units and Over’

AM paak-hour trips = 0.53(# of units) -5
PM peak-hour trips= 0.48(# of units) + 35

GARDEN & MID-RISE APARTMENTS

(one to nine stoties)

Under 75 Units

AM peak-hour trips= 0.44(# of units)
PM peak-hour tdps = 0.46(# of units)

~r

AM peak-hour trips= 0.40(# of units) + 3

PM peak-hour trips= 0.47(# of units) + 1

HIGH-RISE APARTMENTS
(ten or more stoties)

Under 100 Units

AM peak-hour ttips = 0.40(# of units)

PM peak-hour tflps = 0.46(# of units)

100 Units and OVer

AM p~ak-hour trips = 0.29(# of units) + 11

PM peak-hour tips= 0.34(# of unif3) + 12 ‘
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Table B-4: Number of Weekday Peak-
Hour Trips Generated by a Child
Day-Care Center

Number of To@l AM To@l PM

staff Trips Trips

6 28 28
7 29 30
8 31 32
9 33 35
10 35 3?
11 36 39
12 38 41
13 40 43
14 42 45
15 43 47
16 45 49
17 47 51
f8 49 53
19 50 55
20 52 57
21 54 59
22 56 61
23 57 63
24 59 65
25 61 66

Directional Distribution Trip Purpose

AM 530A 47% 32% 277. 410A

PM 4970 51 ok 27?. 12% 61%

Table B-5: Number of
Weekday Peak-Hour Trips
Generated by a Private School

School Program

Number of for

Students ~,n;;rgatie;mto:

Enrolled

Grade Grade
25 20 23
50
75
100
125
150
175
200
225
250
275
300
325
350
375
400

38
59
78
98
117
137
156
176
195
215
234
254
273
293
312

46
69
92
115
136
161
164
207
230
253
276
299
322
345
368

Please note: For over 400 students, a
special study is required to determirie the
trip-generation rate.

For six or fewer staff, there is no need for a traffic study
to satisfy LATR. The applicant may proffer a specific
schadule of the arrival and depadure of those staff
arriving during weekday peak periods specified in the
speciel exception statement of operation.

)

l“”
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Table B-6: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by an
Automobile Filling Station

No.of With Fuel With Fuel and Garage Only Wth Fuel and Convenient With Fuel, Car Washes, and
Pumping Only Store Only
StitiOns

COnvenienW StO~

WI Areas Upmunty Downmunty Upcounty Downmunty Upmunty Oownmunty

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM pM—
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

11

23

34

45

57

66

79

90

102

113

124

i 36

747

158

170

181

192

204

215

226

15

30

45

60

75

90

105

120

135

150

165

180

194

209

224

239

2s

269

2U

299

11

22

33

44

55

86

77

88

99

110

121

132

143

lM

165

176

187

198

209

220

17

33

50

67

83

100

11?

133

150

16?

183

200

21?

233

250

267

283

300

31?

333

11 11

22 22

33 33

44 44

55 55

66 87

77 ?8

88 89

99 100

110 171

121 122

132 133

143 144

l= 155

165 166

176 177

187 169

I 98 200

209 211

220 222

12

25

37

49

61

74

86

98

111

123

135

147

160

172

1s4

196

209

221

233

246

22

44

65

87

109

131

152

174

1s8

216

239

261

283

305

326

346

370

392

413

435

12 12 17 22

25 25 35 44

37 37 52 65

49 49 69 87

61 62 87 109

74 74 104 131

86 66 121 152

96 99 139 174

111 111 156 1SS

123 123 173 218

135 136 191 239

147 148 206 261

160 160 225 283

172 172 243 305

164 165 260 326

196 197 277 348

209 209 295 370

221 222 312 392

233 234 329 413

246 246 347 435

17

35

52

69

87

104

121

139

156

173

191

208

225

243

260

277

295

312

329

347

15

30

45

60

75

90

?%

121

136

151

166

181

196

211

226

241

25s

27f

287

302

Rate per
Pumping 11.31 14.W 11.00 16.67 11.00 11.09 12.28 21.75 12.28 12.32 17.33 21.75 17.33 15,98
Station
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Append~ c: Weekday Pea~-Wour Tn~-~eneration
Rates and Directional Spfits for the Bethesda,
~riendship Hei%hts, andSiCverSpring CBDS
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Table C-1: Weekday Morning and Evening Peak-Hour Trip-Generation
Rates for the Bethesda and Friendship Heights CBDS

Land Use 0/0 0/0Rate
Rate 0/0 ~lo

Per Trip Rate Unit
AM Peak-Hour In out PMPe&-How In out

Vehicle Trips per Unit
VeMcleTripsper

of Development Unitof
Developmmt

Office (1,000 sf) 1.50 85

Retail (1 ,000 so 0.85 50

Grocery Store (1 ,000 af) 1.22 70

Residential High FUse
(dwelling unit)

0.30 20

Residential Gardan Apt.

(dwelfing unit)

Residential Townhouse
(dwelling unit)

0.45 20

0.45 20

Residential Single-Family
(dwelhng unit)

0.80 25

Hotel (room) 0.22 80

Miscellaneous Sewice
(1 ,000 Sf)

1.30 50

Hospital (employee) 0.33 70

Industrial (1,000 sf) 1.10 85

15

50

30

80

80

80

75

40

50

30

15

1.50

2.80

6.20

0.30

0.45

0.45

0.80

0.22

1.30

0.29

1.10

25

50

50

67

67

67

67

55

50

30

15

75

50

50

33

33

33

33

45

50

70

S5

Table C-2: Weekday Morning and Evening Peak-Hour Trip-Generation
Rates for the Silver Spring CBD

Morraing Evening

Land Use Rate % In V. Out Rate 0/0 In Qk out

Office (existing vacanffl ,000 sf) 1.60 85 15 1.60 15 85

Office (pending + future/1 ,000 sf) 1.40 85 15 1.40 15 85

Industrial (1 ,000 sf) 1.00 85 15 1.00 15 85

Retail (1 ,000 sf) 0.50 50 50 2.00 50 50

Residential (high rise) 0.30 20 60 0.30 70 30

Residential (townhouse) 0.45 20 .80’ 0.45 67 33

Hotel (room) 0.20 60 40 0.20 55 45
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3ppend~D: The~nnualgrowth Pofi~’s

Transpotiation Facifities~dequacy Test

i

k

i
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The Annual Growth Policy’s
Transportation Facilities Adequacy Test

The Annual Growth Polic~s transportation test is administered on a local area
basis. Previously (prior to July 1, 2004), the AGP also administered a transportation
adequacy test on a policy area basis. The AGPs transportation test is called Local
Area Transportation Review (LATR). Since the mid 1970s, the Planning Board has
used LATR to determine if a proposed preliminary plan of subdivision will cause
unacceptable local traffic congestion at nearby critical intersections. Local Area
Transportation Review is required only for subdivisions that generate 30 or more
weekday peak hour automobile trips.

In administering LATR, the Planning Board must not approve a subdivision if it
finds that an unacceptable peak hour level of congestion will result after taking into
account existing and programmed roads and transit. If a proposed subdivision
causes conditions at a nearby intersection or roadway link to be. worse than the
standard, the applicant may make intersection or roadway link improvements or
provide trip reduction measures to bring the intersection or roadway link back ~0

the standard and gain preliminary plan approval. If the subdivision wiIl affect an
intersection or roadway link for which congestion is already unacceptable, then the
Planning Board may approve. the subdivision only if it does not make the situation
worse.

Landowners may form development districts to finance the transportation
improvements needed to pass AGP transportation tests.

The Alternative Revtiw Procedure for Metro Station Policy Areas allows
development in designated areas within Metro Station Policy Areas to meet WTR
test obligations by submitting a traffic study, mitigating 50 percent of their trips,
making a payment toward transportation improvements, participating in the
area’s transportation management organization, and submitting a trafic study to
identify intersection or roadway link improvements that may be built with public
funds.

The Mternative Review Procedure for Golf Course Communities is available to any
planned unit development in the Fairlan-ite Oak policy area that includes a
golf course or other major amenity that is developed on a publidprivate partnership
basis. Such development need not take any action under Local Area Transportation
Review if the applicant pays to the County a Development Approval Payment and
submits a traffic study.

‘The &ternative Review Procedure for Corporate Headquarters Facilities is available
- to certain non-residential development projects that are an expansion of an existing
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corporate headquarters facility. Quali&ng projects can meet LATR requirements
by paying the Development Approval Payment, meeting mode share goals set by the
Planning Board, submitting a traffic study, and other conditions.

The Alternative Review Procedure for Strategic Economic Development Projects is
available to certain non-residential development projects that have been designated
“Strategic Economic Development Projects” by the County Council. Quali@ng
projects can meet LATR requirements by paying double the applicable
transportation impact tax and submitting a traffic study.

)

t
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~PPend~ E: Ttip Distti6ution and Trafic
~ssignment ~uidefines

I
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Introduction

This document provides trip distribution guidance to be used in all traffic studies
prepared for development sites in Montgomery County. Vehicle trip distribution
and trip assignment are descfibed in Sections VH-D and VH-F, respectively, of the
Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines. For most development sites, the
process described in the ~TR Guidelines is a combination of trip distribution and
traffic assignment.

Definitions

Trip distribution specifies the location where trips, which originate at a
development site, are destined to and the origin of trips, which are destined to a
development site.

Traffic assi~ment specifies theindividual local area intersections used to access
(enter and leave) a development site.

Discussion

The tables in this document provide generalized assumptions for trip distribution
for both background development(s) and” the development site. Forthe purpose of
reviewing trip distribution, TYanspotiation Planning staff divided the region into 16
geographic areas, called super-districts. Eleven of these super-districts are in
,Montgomery County, as shown in Figure E-l. The remaining five super-districts
represent neighboring jurisdictions.

The trip distribution assumptions are contained in Tables E-1 through E-n for
developments within each of the eleven super-districts in Montgomery County. For
each super-district, the assumed distribution of trips for general ofice development
and forresidential development is listed. For instance, 18.1%oftrips generated bya
general office development in Germantown (see Table E-9) would be expected to
travel to or from Frederick County. However, only 2.0% of trips generated by a
residential development in Germantown would be expected to travel to or from
Frederick County.

Thetfip distribution assumptions inthese tables are basedon 1990 census journey-
to-work information, updated to reflect regional housing and employment totals as
of 1998. The distribution for residential development in each super-district is based
on the reported workplace locations for 1990 census respondents who lived in that
super-district. Similarly, the distribution for ofice development for each super-
district is based on the distribution of all census households nationwide that
reported a workplace in that super-district. Trip distribution for other land uses will
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be decided based on consultation with staff and the applicant prior to submission of
the traffic study.

The application of the trip distribution information in Tables E-1 through E-n is
straightforward in cases where a traffic study has a limited number of alternate
routes. In other cases, judgment is required to convert the trip distribution
information into trafic assignment information useful for conducting the Local
kea Transportation Review.

Figure E-2 provides an example of how the trip distribution information can be
converted to traffic assignment information for a hypothetical case in the

i

Rockville~orth Bethesda super-district with both office and residential
components.

The leftmost column of data shows the trip distribution by super-district as found in
Table E-4 (used for development in the Rockville~orth Bethesda super-district).
The information located in the center of the table (inside the boxes) describes the
assumed route, or assignment, taken for trips between the site and each super-

I district. The data inside the boxes must be developed using judgment and confirmed
by Transpotiation Planning stafl The rightmost portion of the table multiplies the

~

percent of trips distributed to each super-district by the percent of trips from that
superdistrict assigned to each route to calculate the percent of total site-generated
trips using each combination of distribution and assignment. The assignment data
is then summed to develop an aggregate trip assignment for the trips generated by

h the office and residential components of the site, respectively.
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Figure E-1: Super Districts in Montgomery County

Mngo~ ti~ ~t of H md Plmting
TmveWSW Dtics

A
N
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Trip Distribution - Assignment Matrix
Hypothetlcil CaSe In Noflh Bethesda with both OMice and Resldehtiat Components
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Table E-1: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 1:
Bethesda I Chevy Chase

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 1:
BethesddChevy Chase

~p Distributionto SuperDistict for Office Residentti
Development Development

!V Chsse 11.790 22.8%
Tskoma Perk 3.8% 2.1%
>.~towflr~tila 7.390 1.8%
tih Bethesda 9.4% 9.8%

~.-— .-.–..~aton 8.7% 1.6%
OMairlsndClOverly 4.3% 0.7%
?rsbur Shady Grove 7.5% 4.0%

. ..F-.. HilVO1ney 5,1% 0.4%
GermsntowtiClarkaburg 3.3% 0.2%

O. Rural: West of 1-270 0.6% 0.0%.-
1:East of 1-270 2 o~. 0.15%

39.5%
4.6%

E]1
.-..,

--- ,.

7.4%
<“”m

.“. L . LU.e u=”’~= a ““U.l UJ IL, *7O

.4. Virginia 12.270 11.790

.5.FrederickCounty 2.1% 0.2%
] 18. HowardCounty 2.2% 0.5%

Table E-2: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 2:
Silver Spring/ Takoma Park

1
-.

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 2:
Silver Sprin@ akoma Park

tip Distributionto SuperDistrict for Office Residentid
Development Development

1.BethesddChevy Cheae 2.2% 9.1%
?. SifverSDtiflakoma Park 11.590 13.390

lestowflratilah 2.2% 0.9%
3.0% 7.7%

10.090 4.6%
11.9% 2.7%
3.9% 4.2%
6.390 0.8%
1.3% 0.6%

of 1-270 0.190 0.69.
1. Rural:East of 1-270 2.870 0.2%

12. Washington,DC 7.2% 32,5%
13. PrinceGeorge’sCounty 24.5% 12.8%
14.Vir~nia 6.4% 8.9%
15. FrederickCounty 1.190 0.2%
16. HowardCounty 5.6% . 1.4%
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Table E-3: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 3:
Potomac /Darnestown I Travilah

Auto-Driver Wp Distribution for Development in Super District 3:
POtOma~arnestOwd fiatilsh

fip Distributionto SuperDistrictfor Wlce Residentid
Development Development

1. BethesdtiChe~ Chase 5.7% 13,0%
2. SilverSprin~akoma Park 2.4% 1.9%
3. POtOma~arnestOwflravilah 21.0% 6,2%
4. Rocktille~orth Bethesda 12.1% 20.5%
5. Kensingtomeaton 6.6% 1.4%
6. WhiteOMsirlanWCloverly 2.3% 0.7%.
7. Gsithersbur#Shady Grove 11.1% 13,3%
8. Aspen HilVOlney 5.1% 0.6%
9. GermantowtiClarksburg 4.5% 1,7%
10. Rural:West of 1-270 1.1% 0.1%
11.Rur~ East of 1-270 2.2% 0.2%
12, Washington,DC 3.89. 22.170
13.Prince George’sCounty 7.2% 5.1%
14.Virginia 10.4% 12,4%
15.FrederickCounty 2.6% 0.4%
16. HowardCounty 1.59. 0.4%

Table E-4: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 4:
Rockville lNorth Bethesda

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 4:
Roctill~orth Bethesda

~p Distributionto SuperDistrictfor OffIce Residential
Development Development

1.BethesdtiChe~ Chase 3.5% 15.6%
2. Silver Sprin@ akoma Park 2.2% 2.4%
3. PotOma~arnestOwfiatiah 8,0% 3,3%
4. Rocktill~orth Bethesda 12.8% 31.0%
5. Kensingtofieaton 7.27. 2.670
6, White OMsirlantiCloverly 4.170 o.7~0
7. Gaithersbm~Shady Grove 14.470 10.670
8. Aspen HilUOlney 8.5% 1.7%
9. GerrnsntowtiClarksbmg 6.5% 1.0%
10, Rur~ West of 1-270 0.9% 0.0%
11, Rural: East of 1-270 4.2% 0.2%
12. Washingto n, DC 3.6% 13.9%
13, Prince George’s County 8.8% 6.1%
14. Virginia 7.6% 9.7%
15. Frederick County 4.6% 0.5%
16. Howard County 2.970 0.7%
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Table E-5: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 5:
Kensington/ Wheaton

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 5:
Kensin@omeaton

~p Distributionto SuperDistrictfor ~lce hsidentid
Development Development

1. BethesddChevy Chase 2.7% 12.3%
2. Silver Sprin@akOma Park 6.2% 6.9%
3. POtOma~arnestOw*avilab 2.6% 1.6%

ill~orth Bethesda 5.1% 1A
Igtofieaton 26.0%

! OMairlantiClOverly 10.6~0 2,
?rsbur Shady Grove 5.5%

, HilUOlney 10.3%
antowtiClarksburg 2.1%
d: West of 1-270 0.2%
L East of 1-270 4.3%
tington, DC 3.7%

-.~e George’s County 11.9%
4. Virginia 4.1%
< ‘--~erick County 1.5% U.Z70 I

a.4,8%

11.1%
!.270

6.0%
2.0%
0.6%
n n~o

a0.4%

22.6%

9.5%
8.2%
. .-15. Xc”.

16. Howard County I 3.2% I 1.5%

Table E-6: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 6:
White Oak lFairlandl Cleverly

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 6:
White Oa~airlanW ClOverly

Wp Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development Development

1. BethesdtiChevvChase I 1 39. G Qq.

E67

..- .“

2. Silver Sprin@
“.- ,“

“~oma Park 4.5% 9.07.
3. POtOmaOarnestOwflravilab 1.7% 0.6%
4. MckviIl~orth Bethesda 1.7% 9.3%
5. Kensingtomeaton 6.l% 5.0%

White O~airlandClOverly 23,5% 9.3%
Gtitiersbur#Shady Grove 3.27. 3.8%

8. Aspen HWOlney 6.2% 1.4%
9. GermmtowtiClarksburg 0.4% 0.4%
10, Rural West of 1-270 0.1% 0.090
11. Rural East OfI-270 2,8% 1.1%
12. Washington, DC 3.7% 23.4%
13. Prince George’s County 26,4% 20.1%

‘.1%
--

14. Virginia v 3.4% 7.
15. Frederick County 1.6% O.uvo
16. Howard County 13.4% 2.7%
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Table E-7: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 7:
GaithersburglShady Grove

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 7:
Gtithersbur~Shady Grove

~p Distribution to Super Distfict for Office Wsidential
Development Development

. . BethesddChevy Chase 1.8% 8.5%
2. SilverSprin~~oma Psrk 1.5% 2.2%
3. Potomaflsrnestowtiravilsb 6.6% 2.1%
4. Rockvill~orth Bethesda 5.6% 23.7%
5, Kensingtomeaton 3.7% 1.9%
6. White OMsirlmWCloverly 2.2% 0.9%
7. Gsithersbur~Shady Grove 25.2% 32.4%
8. Aspen HWO1ney 5.3~0 1.8%
g, Ger... . .. . —,”,..., ., ---- ---

10, Rt
11. RI
12.w:
13.%

mautoww blsrmDurg lU. Y70 3.470

ur~: West of 1-270 1.6% 0.1%
nrd: East of 1-270 7.1% 0.8%
‘ashington, DC 2.5% 8.4%

- rince George’s County 6.7% 4.0%
14. Virginia 4.6% 7.9%
15. Frederick Countv l?l~. 1 3W.-. .- ..,.

16, Howsrd County
..- ,“

2.6% 0.6%

Table E-8: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 8:
Aspen Hill 10lney

Auto-Driver Wp Distribution for Development in Super District 8:
Aspen HilVOlney

~p Distribution to Super District for OffIce tisidential
Development Development

1. BethesdtiChevyChase 1.27. 0 lw-
2. SilverSprin~skoma Psrk 1,990

nestowflravilsb 1.9%
rth Bethesda 6.170
~eaton 8.6%

5.5% I

14. Virginia 3.1%
15. Frederick County 4.7y0
16. Howard County 5,770 a8.l%

0.8%
0.1%
1.3~0

15.2%
7,7%

6.2%
. 0.4%

1.9%
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Table E-9: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 9:
Germantown /Clarksburg

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 9:
Gemsntowti Clarksburg

~p Distribution b Super District for Office &sidential
Development Development

1. BethesdtiChevyChase 0.6% 8.1%
2. SilverSprin@skoma Park 1,4% 1.6%
3. POtOma~amestOw*avil* 5.5% 1.8%
4. ‘~ckvill~orth Bethesda 3.5% 22.99.
5. Kensingtofieaton 2.3% 1.6%
6. White OMairlsnWCloverly 1.6% 0.2%
7. Gsithersbur~Shady Grove 17,2% 30.27.
8. Aspen HilUOhey 2,5% 1.3%
9. GerruantowtiClsrksburg 25.2% 10.5%

10. Rural: West of 1-270 2.6% 0.1%
11. Rural: East of 1-270 8.0% 1.07.
12, Wa
13. tince Genr@e’sCnl]ntv I 5.X% I 2 Rvn 1

shin~ n, DC I 0.7% I 7.0% I
-. -. -,. --- ,.

14. Virginia ‘3.0% 7.4%
15. Frederick County 18.1% 2.09.
16. Howard County 2.1% 0.5%

Table E-10: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 10:
Rural - West of 1-270

Auto-Driver fip Distribution for Development in Super District 10
Rwd – West of 1-270

~p Distribution to Super District for Office Residentid
Development Develoyrnent

~orth Bethesda I 2.1% I 20.1% ._j
0.8% 1.29.

mWCloverly 0.0% 0.470
aithersburdShadv Grove 7.0% 30.0%

-------- ...- 3.0% 0.490
?rmantowdClarksburg 4.190 7.190

47.7% 9.1%
11. Rur~ East of 1-270 1.770 0.5%,
12. Washington, DC 0.0% 7.490
13. Prince George’s County 2.1% 1.790
14. Virginia , 4.8% 4.5%
15, Frederick County 18.9% 3.690
16. Howard County 0.070 0.570
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Table E-n: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 11:
Rural - East of I-270

F
3. rowx
4, ROckvill#NO
5. Kens+~~.mfl
6. Whit,
7. Gaitk

Auto-Driver ~p Distribution for Development in Super District 11:
Rural – East of 1-270

=P Distribution to Super District for OffIce Msidential
Development Development

1. BethesddChevy Chase 0.4% 5.9%
2. SfiverSprin~AOma Pzk 0,8% 3,9%
“-, ma~mestowflravild 1.3% 1.0%

.. .-
rth Bethesda 1.3% 17.7%

,.-..-.. ~eaton 3.470 3.8%
;e Oa~tirlmWClOverly 8.8% 2.1%.
hersbur#Shady Grove 9.0% 23.5%

8. Aspen HflVOlney 8.8% 6.9%
9. GermmtowtiClsrhburg 4.9% 4.1%
10.Rural:West of 1-270 0.4% 0.1%
11. Rurd Emt of 1-270 27,5% 6.7%
12.Washington,DC 0.5% 7.3%
13. PrinceGeorge’sCounty 9.8% 7.0%
14.Vir~nia 0.5% 5.2%
15.PrederickCounty 10,5% 2.0%
16. Howmd County 12.1% 2.8%

I
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~ppend~ F: Moritization Strategy, Pbnning
Board Drafi of the countywide Bikeways
FunctionaCMaster Pbn (as of3pti12004)
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h April 2004, the Montgomery COmty Plaming Board approved the Plaming Board (Final) Draft of the
Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, the County’s first comprehensive, cmmfide plan update
for bicycle transpotitimr in 25 years. The plan establishes a vision of an extensive ne~ork of bikeways
of many types throughout the Comty, to meet the needs of different cycling groups and encourage
bicycle me for work and other trips. Under the prioritimtion strategy for the bikeways plan, my bikeway
providing a direct comection, or sewing as part of a tital comection, to a countywide destination or
activity center is considered a high priori~.

Following are lists of bikeways categorized by actitity center in order to infom the public, decision
makers and developers on which bikeways are higher priorities in the context of this plan, This list is
borrowed from pages 74 through 79 of the plan. Also included at the end of this appendix is Table 2-2
from the plan that lists all compide bikeways organized by comuity planning area. hcluding the
table in this appendix allows for a quick reference to full descriptions of the cmnr~ide bikeway
priorities listed below.

Major actitity centers and counwide destinations, as defined in Chapter 2, include:

● Transit Stations (Metrorail, M~C and Corridor Cities TransitWay)

. Municipalities, Cenkal Business Districts (CBDS) and TOW Centers

. Major employroent centers located outside municipalities and CBDS
. .

● Hard surface park trail corridors

BikewaysConneting to Transit

Metrorail

The following bikeways provide director near direct connections to Metiorail stations

Bethesda
. Woodmmrt Avenue (BL-6), Elm Street (BL-7), Edgemoor Lane (SR-8), Norfolk Avenue (p/o SR-

11), Bethesda Avenue (SR-9)

Forest Glen
. Forest Glen Road (SP-13, SR-22, SR-23), Georgia Avenue (SR-1 9), Georgia Avenue alternative

(SR-20), Forest Glen-Silver Spring connector (SR-52)

Friendship Heights
. Western Avenue (SP-7), Willard Avenue (BL-8, SR-12), Wisconsin Avenue path (SP-8), River

Road (DB-2), other bikeways in the D.C. bicycle master plan that connect or lead to the Metro
station,

Glenmont
. Georgia Avenue (SP-29), Layhill Road (BL-18), Randolph Ro?d (SP-26), Glenallen Road (SP-24)

Page ?2 heal kea Transportation Review Guidelines M-NCPPC



i

Grosvenor
. Tuckeman Lane (BL-23, SP42), Beach Drive (SR-16), Gmsvenor Laoe (SR-36), Stmtbmore

Avenue (SR-18), Stiathmore Avenue - Grosvenor Metro connector (SP-1 1), Gamett Pmk -
Gmsvenor M.tm cmmector (SR-57)

Medical Center - ~
. Wisconsin Avenue~oodmont Avenue (SP-62), West Cedar Lane (SP4), Jones Bridge Road

(SR-3), Femwood Roa&tieentiee Road (BL4), Cedar Lane/Summit Avenue (SR-54), Beach
~ve (SR-16)

Rocbille
. Norbeck Road (SP-52, SR-38), Falls Road (DB-19), Gude ~ve (SP-5 1), Dmestom Road -

south (SP-59), multiple bikeways in the City of Rocbille Bikeway Master Plm

Shady Grove
I

. Redland Road (BL-29), Needwood Road”(DB-14), Shady Grove Road-East (BL-30), Shady
Grove Road - West (DB-1 5), Crabbs Branch Way (SP-53), Frederick Road (SP-64), Corridor

f Cities TransiWay bike path (SP-66), Bowie Mill Road (BL-20), Mrmcaster Mill Road (BL-35),
numerous bikeways in the City of Rncbille bikeway master plan that pass through or adjacent to
the King Fam community

Silver SDring
. kterim Capital Crescent Trail (SR-63), Georgetom Branch Trail (SF-6), Metropolitan Branch

Trail (SP-i2), Wa~e Avenue Green Trail (sP-lO), Sligo Creek Parkway (SR-14), SIigo Creek
Trail-Silver Spring Memo connector (SR-15), Colesville Roa~D 384 comector to Silver Spring
Metro Station (DB-6), East-West Highway (SP-9), Columbia Pike/US 29- south(SR-31 ), Forest

1
Glen-Silver Spring CBD Connector (SR-52)

Takoma Park (D,C.]
. Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-I 2), Carroll Avenue (BL-1O), Piney Branch Road (SR49), Sligo

Creek Parkway (SR-14), Sligo Creek-Takoma Metmrail Connector (SR-5 I)

Twinbmok
. Notih Bethesda Trail (SPA}), Rochille Pike (SP49), Twinbmok Parkway (BL-28), Nicholson

Lane~arMawn Drive (BL-27), Montmse Parkway (SP-50), Randolph Road (BL-15), Nebel
Sheet extended (SP47)

WbeatOn
. Veira Mill Road alternative (SR-21), Plyers Mill Road (SR-24), Georgia Avenue (SR-19),

Georgia Avenue alternative (SR-20), University Boulevard (DB-5)
,.

I White Flint
. Nofih Bethesda Trail (SPA 1), Tilden Lane (BL-24), East Jefferson Street (DB-22), Executive

I
Boulevard (BL-25), Nicholson Lane (SR-37), Marinelli Road (SP45), Nicholson Lane~arMam
Wve (BL-27), Nebel Stieet-south (DB-13), Nebel Skeet-north (BL-26), Old Georgetow Road
(SP46), Montmse Parkway (SP-50), Randolph Road (BL-15)
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MARC

The following bikeways protide direct or near direct connections to MMC stations,

Silver Suring
. Same as Metro Station

Kensin@rm
. Stratbrnore Avenue (SR-1 8), Connecticut Avenue corridor (SR-17), Players Mill Road (SR-24)

Garrett Park
. Strathmore Avenue (SR-1 8), Beach Drive (SR-16), Beach Drive-Grosvenor Metrorail Connector

(SR-57), Strathmore-Grosvenor Metrorail Connector Path (SP-1 1)

RocWille
. Same as Metro Station

Washin@on Grove
. City of Gaithersburg bike pIan

~
. City of Gaithersburg bike plan

Metropolitan Grove
. Corridor Cities Transiway bike path (SP-66), Long Draft Road (SP-60), Clopper Road (DB-1 7),

Quince Orchard Road (SP-58), local bikeways in the City of Gaithersburg bike plan
Germantom

. Germantown Road DB-25), Father Hurley Boulevard (SP-68), Middlebrook Road (SP-7 1),
Obsematimr Drive (SP-69)

@
. Clarksburg Road (DB-1 8), Barnesville Road (SR40), Clopper Road (DB-I 7)

BamestilIe
. Beallsville Road (SR47)

Dickerson
. Dickerson Road (SR42)
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Corridor Cities TransiWay

Actual stops for this new tiansi~ay have yet to be detemined, therefore this list comprises those
bikeways that would intersect with the cuently proposed mute (south to nofih)

. Frederick Road (SP-64), Shady Grove Road-west (DB-lS), Geat Seneca Highway (SP-63),
Muddy Branch Road (DB-24), Quince @chard Road (SP-58), Clopper Road (DB-17),
Middlebrook Road (SP-71), Gemantow Road (DB-2S), Obsewation Drive (SP-69), Fatier
Hurley Boulevard (SP-68), Old Baltimore Roa~ewcut Road (DB-26),

BikewaysConneding
and Town Centers

to Municipalities, Central BusinessDistrids

Dis&ict of Columbia
. MacMhw Boulevard (DB-1 ). Massachusetts Avenue (SR-50). River Road (DB-2). Brootil16

Road (SR4), Beach hive’ (SR-16), Jones MilI Road (SR-28), Colesv;lIe Road (DB-6),
Metiopolitarr Branch Trail (SP-12) Piney Branch Road (SR49), Camoll Avenue (BL-10), New
Hampshire Avenue (DB-7)

Citv of Rochille
. Damesto~ Road @B-16), Travilah Road (SP-57), Piney Meetinghouse Road (SP-56), Shady

Grove Road-west (DB-lS), Shady Grove Road-east (BL-30), Falls Road (SP-1), Gude ~ve (SP-
S1), Damestow Road-south (SP-59), Seven Locks Road (DB-3), multiple bikeways in the City
of Roctille Bikeway Master Plm

CiW of Gaithersburg
. Great Seneca Highway (SP-63), Longdraft Road (SP-60), Clopper Road (DB-17), Corridor

Cities TransiWay Bike Path (SP-66), Damestom Road (DB-16), Quince Orchard Road (SP-S8),
Dufief Mill Road (BL-32), Riffleford Road (BL-34), Muddy Branch Road (DB-24), Frederick
Avenue (SP-72), MidCounty Highway (SP-70), Watkins Mill Road (SP-74), Goshen Road (DB-
29), Shady Grove Road-east (BL-30), Shady Grove Road -west (DB-I 5)

Citv of Takoma Park
. Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12), Camoll Avenue (BL-I O), Piney Branch Road (SR49), New

Hampshire Avenue @B-7), University Boulevard (DB-S), Sligo Creek-Takoma Metmrail
Connector (SR-51)

TOW of Poolesville
. Whites Few -Poolesville connector (SR46), Whites Few Road (SR-45), Beallsville Road (SR-

47)

Tom of Lavtonsville
. Olney-Laytonsville Road (SP-36), Laytonsville Road (SR43), Sundo~/Brink Road (SR-62)

TOW of Bamestille
. Beallsville Road (SR47), Bamesville Road (SR40) ,
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Tow of Kensin@on
. Connecticut Avenue alternative (SR-1 7), Plyers Mill Road (SR-24), Stratbmore Avenue (SR-1 8),

Cedar Lane/Summit Avenue (SR-54)

Bethesda CBD
. Georgeto~ Branch Trail (SP-6),Bradley Boulevard (DB4), Bradley Lane (SR-1), Wisconsin

Avenue~oodmont Avenue (SP-62), Wilson Lane (BL-2, SR-2), Goldboro Road (BL-1), Jones
Bridge Road (SR-3)

Silver Suring CBD
. krterim Capital Crescent Trail (SR-63), Georgeto~ Branch Trail~utire Capital Crescent Trail

(SP-6), Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12), MD 384 connector to Silver Spring Metro Station
(DB-6), Sligo Creek Trail - Silver Spring Metro connector (SR-15), US 29/Columbia Pike - south
(SR-3 1), East West Highway (SP-9), Forest Glen-Silver Spring CBD Connector (SR-52), Wayne
Avenue Green Trail (SP-1 O)

Wheaton CBD
. Plyers Mill Road (SR-24), Westfield Shopping Tom connector (SR-25), Westfield Shopping

Tow Mall Ring Road (SR-26), Veirs Mill Road alternative (SR-2 1), Reedie Drive (SR-27),
Amherst Avenue/Sligo Creek Trail connector (SP-77), University Boulevard (DB-5), Georgia
Avenue (SR-1 9), Georgia Road alternative (SR-20)

Germantown Tow Center
. Great Seneca Highway (SP-63), Corridor Cities TransiWay Bike path (SP-66), Gerrnantom Road

(DB-25), Father Hurley Bmdevar~idge Road (SP-68), Middlebmok Road (SP-71)

Olnev Tom Center
. Olney-Laytonsville Road-Olney West (SP-34), Olney-Sandy Spring Road-Olney East (SP-35),

Olney-Sandy Spring Road-Ashton (5P-37), Georgia Avenue - North (sF-39), Georgia Aven”e-
Upcounty (BL-22), Bowie Mill Road (BL-20), Hines Road - North Branch connector (SP.33),
Hines Road (BL-19), NorWood Road (SP-38)

Clarkaburx Town Center
. Corridor Cities TransiWay Bike Path (5P-66), Frederick Road - upcounty (SP-71 ), Clarksburg

Road @B-18), Old Baltimore Road-New Cut Road (DB-26), MidCoun~ Highway (SP-70)

Damascus Tmvn Center
. Ridge Road (SR-39), Woodfield Road (DB-I 9, SR-61), Damascus Road (SRW), Kemptow

Road (SR48)
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Bikeways Conneding to Other Employment Centers

US 29 Corridor
. ICC bike path (SP40), Old Columbia Pike (BL- 12), Columbia Pike (DB-9), MD 198 (SP-20, SP-

21), Greencastle Road (5P-23), Robey Road (5P-22), Brigga Chancy Road (BL-14), Fairland
Road (BL-13), East Randolph RoadCherry Hill Road (5P-16), New Hampahire Avenue (DB-7),
Lockwood Drive (DB-1O), Columbia Pike-south(SR-31)

North Bethesda~hite Flint
. North Bethesda Trail (SP41 ), Tilden Lane (BL-24), Executive Boulevard (BL-25), East Jefferson

Street (DB-22), Marinelli Road (SP45), Old Georgetow Road (SP46), Nebel Street-south (DB-
13), Nebel Street-north (BL-26), Nebel Street extended (SP47), Nicholson Lane (SR-37),
Nicholson Lane&arUam Drive (BL-27)

Rock S~ring Office Park
. Rock Springs connector (SP48), Femwood Roa&Greentree Road (BL4), Tuckerman Lane (SP-

42, BL-23), Democracy Boulevard (5P-2), Gmsvenor Lane (SR-36), Old Georgetom Road -
Wildwood Shopping Center Path (SP-1)

Medical Center~~
. Same as Medical Center~H Metro Station

Blkeways Conneding to Major County Park Traiis

Rock Creek Trail~each Drive
. Woodbine Street (SR-5), East West Highway (5P-9), Georgetom Branch Trail (5P-6), Jones Mill

Road SR-28), Jones Bridge Road (SR-3), Kensington Parkway (SR-29), Rock Creek Trail -
Forest Glen Metro Station connector (SP-14), West Cedar Lane (DB-21 ), Cedar Lane/Smmnit
Avenue (SR-54), Grosvenor Lane (SR-36), Tuckerman Lane (SP42), Strathmore Avenue (SR-
18), Randolph Road (BL-1 5), Montrose Parhay (5P-SO), Veirs Mill Road (BL-16), Aspen Hill
Road (SR-32) Baltimore Road (RocWille plan), Norbeck Road (SR-38), Southlawn Drive
(Rockville plan), Needwood Road (DB-14), ICC bike path (SP40), Muncaster Mill Road (BL-
35), Hines Road-Rock Creek connector (5P-33), Bowie Mill Road (BL-20), Olney-Laytonsville
Road (5P-36)

Sli~o Creek Trail/Sligo Creek ParWay
. New Hampshire Avenue (DB-7), Carroll Avenue (BL-10), Piney Branch Road (SR49), Wayne

Avenue Green Trail (SP-I O), Franklin Avenue (SR- 13), Sligo Creek Trai 1- Silver Spring Metro
S@tion connector (SR-15), Columbia Pike-south (SR-3 1), Forest Glen Road (5P-13, SR-23),
Plyers Mill Road - Sligo Creek Trail connector (SR-55), University Boulevard (DB-5), Amherst
Avenue-Sligo Creek Trail connector (SP-77)

Cauital Crescent Trail/Georgetown Branch Trail
. MacArthur Boulevard (DB-I ), Massachusetts Avenue (SR-50) River Road (DB-2), Bradley

Boulevard (DB4), Jones Bridge Road (SR-3), Jones Mill Road (SR-28), ~-Georgetown
Branch Connector (SR-1 1), NIH-CCT connector alternative (SR-1O), East-West Highway (5P-9),
Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP- 12)

M-NCPPC bcal Area Transpotiatirm Review Guidelines Page 77



Matthew Hensrm Trail
. Montmse Parkway (SP-50), Veirs Mill Road alternative (SR-21), Connecticut Avenue corridor

(SR-1 7), Connecticut Avenue -Aspen Hill (SP-27), Georgia Avenue - North (SP-29), Layhill
Road (BL-1 8), ICC bike path (SP40)

Shared Use Paths Providing ~gnificant Pedestrian Benefits
The following shared use paths (or dual bikeways that include a shared use path) cuently serve as
important direct pedestian connections to a coun~ide or local destination or have the potential in the
future to seine as an important pedestian coMection. Therefore, these paths should be considered higher
priority than other shared use paths.

. MacArthur Boulevard (DB-l); River Road (DB-2); Falls Road (DB-19); Democracy Boulevard
(SP-2; DB-20); North Bethesda Trail - N~ connector (SP-3); Cedar Lane (SPA); Wisconsin
AvenueWoodmont Avenue (SP-62); Georgetow Branch Trail~uture Capital Crescent Trail
(SP-6); Western Avenue (SP-7); Wisconsin Avenue (SP-8); East-West Highway (SP-9); Silver
Spring Green Trail (SP-1 O); University Boulevard (DB-5); MD384 connector to Silver Spring
Metrorail sbtion (DB-6); Forest Glen Road-central (SP-13); Rock Creek Trail-Forest Glen Metro
cmmector (SP- 14); New Hampshire Avenue - Hillendale~akoma Park (DB-7); New Hampshire
Avenue - Ashton (SP-15); Lockwood Drive (DB-1O); Fairland Road - east (SP-1 8); Spencemille
Road (SP-20); Randolph Road (SP-25, SP-26); Connecticut Avenue - Aspen Hill (SP-27);
Georgia Avenue - north (SP-29); Bel Pre Road - east (SP-30); Olney-LaytonstiRe Road - Ohrey
West (SP-34); Olney-Sandy Spfing Road - Olney East (5P-35); Olney-Sandy Spring Road -
Ashton (SP-37); Georgia Avenue - Brookeville (SP-39); North Bethesda Trail (SP41); Old
Georgetom Road - Wildwood Shopping Center Path (SP-1); Tuckeman Lane (SP42);
Grosvenor Connector (SP43); Stratbmore-Grosvenor Metrorail Station cmmector path (SP-1 1);
East Jefferson Street (DB-22); Marinelli Road (SP45); Old Georgetowrr Road (SP46); Nebel
Road @B-13); Nebel Street Extended (SP47); Rock Spring Connector (SP-48); Westlake Drive
- south (SPA); Montrose Roa~arkway (SP-50); Gude Drive - east (5P-51); Crabbs Brarrch
Way (SP-53); Needwood Road (DB-I 4); Redland Road - west (SP-54); Shady Grove Road - west
(DB-15); Clopper Roa~iamond Avenue (DB-17); Muddy Branch Road (DB-24); Great Seneca
Highway (SP-63); Fredetick Road (SP-64; SP-72); Corridor Cities Transitway bike path (SP-66);
Germantowrr Road @B-25); Father Hurley Boulevard (SP-68); Obsemation Drive (SP-69);
MidCounty Highway (SP-70); Middlebrook Road (SP-7 I); Clarksburg Road @B-18); Old
Baltimore Roa~ewcut Road (DB-26); Watkins Mill Road (DB-27); Woodfield Road - north
(DB-30); Woodfield Road - south (DB-28),
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Table 2-2 from the Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, Planning Board Drafi, May 2004

5P= Shared Use Path (Class lk BL = B&e L~es (Class II); SR = Si~ed Shared ~adway (Class 111~
DB = Dual Bkeway *BLOC= bicycle level of co~oti SCORfor 8tak highways

lob # 1978 Rou& Sik-y Name BlkeWy Llml& Plan Rebmnce
# mfemnce

Stitud CondiUon BLOC Discussion

TYW Score.

I From I TO
3ethesda/Chevy Chasdfriend ship Heig htdpotomac

D8.! E.1O hmtih”r 00”,,”.,6 D“AL D.c. ,1,. F,,,, Rmd ,978 MF* p.,-. &sting 8.fwl wth o“ Maior cnn”edon !0 D,C. and Capital CresCmt Trail;
BIKEWAY: (MO1891 Sa,tio. Wst #* d C..*, mm fauuty phn”i~ I“iti.w i“ 2m2 (. s,dy Wkmy “M%.

shared “se
Pa~l~;j,btke

9aPs Need to iden,<~ [ml wnnecto, to CCT PO,OWC
S“bregio” Master Plan reto-nds only a shsred “s,

DB-2

w1k Mke ,.”,,,,, “w PmPOS1

P23.A, P23.B, E. N.,’ Road (MD190] DUAL K u“, S,”,- Rmd 1978 MPB Potomc
5 BIKEwAy;

shar& use path exists ,“ F tiior route cunenl!y used bY McKle wmlers .DO
(MD1 12) %b,~im =gm”ts, olher Segm”ts remetio”a, cytis,s provides N@, m“”,c,ion to DC.

s~a:~ ProPosed shared use trom Po,omc, Noflh Po,omc, Tm,ilah and Dame,iow

,Iq”a sh.,ed
rmdwy i, “W PmPoml adeq”,le ,hwlde, ,wce exists for signe6 shared

roadwy 8,.”9 m~on,y & rind. Shorn segm”l, of shared
madwy “,, ~fh haw bee” co”str”ded by de~lopes o“ “otih

side, -,0, ,495 Potomc S“b,eQion M,,,,, Plan
,%o_”ded , sh~d u,, Pelh behn 1495 and
S,”,- Rind. New PmPoml, include shared “,, wth
bemen ~ line aod !495, and signed ,hamd roadwy
from DC II”. ,. S,”,- Road

00. ?9 E-26,S40 Falls Road (MD,89) DUAL Matitib., w..,,.. f g,a MPB; Po,.mc Existing 8, Fth el,emate, E, F Major . ..”.,,(.. be-” Rockdl!e R.,kville Met,. and
81KEwAT Oo”lemrd P,*W” Subreo!on behe. “O*, and ,O”th
shared “s,

MARC, and c&O tin., To~th fac((’,y Planning tn,,(a,ed
a&d mad, mm gap, 1“ 2W2 ,0 ~.,. m,,(w m“\ d Mk, D,(h,

P.,h and Cm”etis ,0 Rxkv!lle,s M(lle””,”m Trail, PoP”lar on.road
signed shared bic~Kng ,.”,,

roadwy
DB-3 S16-4, S->8.0, $,”,” Lock, Rmd DUAL woo,,.” &m”h”, 1978 MPB Po,omc Ex!sung s wlh on wst

P-%
Major con”~,,o” ,,om Rotinlla, Rmkti,le Metro and

BIKEwAV Pahy kulemrd Subregion side swlh of BmdleJ
,ha,ed -,

MRC, to C&0 Canal T-rn segmnb M @,h along
Lane exiti\w & ti~(k

W,h and
w+ ~- # (0 be uwtiq h ~ X, shml~

on W,I side bekn
signed ,h,,ed

SD,., fw signed shacti rwdmy 0, Uke lanes be~en
Wootton Pahy and Wm,ton Pa,kwy a“d Bmdley Lane Potomc S“brWio”

rmdny or M.”,,.,, Road ; etisting
b,ke 1.”,,

M,!,’ Plan ,em_nds only, shard “s, Pe!h o“.,md
Mde should,, bewen bikmy i, “,w Drov%l, ati,al Uk_y ,yPe to be

Mo”trose Road and detemnd during facility p,an”,ng
Bradley Law, m w,,
tide o“,slde lane bekn

Wmt,o” Pakwy and
Montme Rwd , other
,egmnts P,oPosed

SP.2 P-58 Demcracy Bn”levard shared “,, Gain,boro”g O,d 1978 MP6, Po!omc P’ovsed, 6 ,idew,k Co””etis to Mo”twmv Mall B“d Rock SP,ing, O~ce
E,,! ,,!h h Road Ge;g~ S“bregio” ex(sls i“ segm”t, P,% ,1,0 CO””,ck to Fall, Rmd W!h and S,”,” Lock,

R-d Mlh

OB.20 P-58 Oe-,aq Bo”leva,d OUAL F,! ,, Road Ga’”SborO”gh 1978 MPO Pot-c Pmpmed, tide shoulder Co””wt$ 10 Mo”tgomy WI! and Rwk SPri”g, O~W
we,, BIKEWAY (MD1 89) Rmd S“bregio. ,.(s1,o“bolh side,,

shared “s,
PaM ,1s0 m“”,ct, b Falls Rmd oath aod Seven Links
Rmd oath ,u~de”l tighl of WY exi,,, 10, dual tikemy

path and
signed sha,ed

along Im, road ,egmnt

roadwy
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T~oti # 1978 Routi

I

T
0S4 P.18

T
SR.1

T
BL.2 P44

SR.2 P44, E.23

BL.3 PA4, E-23

T
8L4 S-59

.

SP.3

BlkeWy Name

Bmd!ey Bo”lewd
(MD191)

Braal,y b“,

OldsbO,o Rmd(MD614

U,sm. sect,Ave.”,
(MD 3%)

.tih Selhewa 7mII.NIH
connector

West Cedar k..

Wismsin A-e
(MD355WW-I

Ave.”,

aklwDtivtiPeml-
Tr= Road

I
Sharti u,, I Ba,,ew Lane

Wlh

I

T

-
Avenue

(W355)

Bradley
Wlemrd
(MD191]

Dstncl of
W“ti!a

W,smnsl”
Am.ue
(MD355)

Fat!, -d
(MD189]

Plan Re&mnce Shtud Condition

T
BethesdaCh,~ Chase hP-ed

.. ..-
Pad of iwom”l m.md Wn”etio” hm Rmk creek
T=lme~ ~iw am domt- %lhe~ Pwtious PI,”!
,eCO_nd* Mke 18”,s tim .,. “nKkely d“, to
inadequate m“emn, Mdlh and ROW, rmd should ~
~j~d ,flgh[ly to allw for tide, tmwl lane, (Prefw,bly

No SW,, Sig”(fimnt con”eW,o” to Bmdley Botiem,d, Be,heti
CBD and Mewmil ti”ld be Iwlemn!ti We” road is
reP,vA and/0, ,es,nP@ som gaP, i“ ,houldem

N. SW’. lm~”t m“”tim ,0 Usttiti of Col”tila ,nd to the
CaPi&l CreSent Trail. The road i, c“mently $“lbble 10,
o“-rmd Mcyding Mke 1,”,, are Pr@emble If a“d tie”
,* is w-m ,*.il,

1
E Pan of iwmnt mnne~on to d-,- Bethesda and

to (he c&0 canal. could be [Wlem”ted tie” ,0,6!,
rewved andlor r-lri,~

I
E Pad of Iwm.1 C.”.edim !0 d-l- &lMa M

(0 the C&O Canal. Re,uire$ ml” ,(0”,0,

I
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SR-63 l“ter,m c.:;:; crescent S,gn,d shared slew.
roatiy Awn.,

SR.5 Woodb,.e s,,,,, S<Q”,d ,hareO Broo”v,lle
rwdwy Drive

(M01B6]
nLA S-50, S-55 Wmdm., Ave.”, Bike ,,.,, Be,he,da

A“,...

SR.6 &tt,v bne sgoed ,harti Old
,oa*y Georgetow

Road
SR.7 ee!er R;;y Stg”ed $hared Bethe,da

rmdwy Avenue

SR.9 Bethesda ..,””, S<Qn,d ,h,,e, Exe,,, Rmd

,Wdwy

SR-10 NIH.CCT connector S,g.ea snared Cap,tel
,11,,.,,1,. rosdwy Cresw”,

T,eil

SR.7 t N lH-Gmrsetow Branch S(gned sh,red Georgetom
Tmil mnn,.u, ,U;z::w Bmti T=((

To

Jo”,, Mill
RoadCaDibl

Crexent Tmil

~

street

s{!.,, SW”Q
Me!mrail

$buon

second Ave.”,

Beach D,,”.

bt!ev Lane

~ltey Lane
U*,. P,*

NOdO1kAvenue

*(,. alarm

w ,s,O” s,”
Ave.”,

(MD355)
~

4V,0W

N IH CamP”,

@lteq La”,
Uha” ma

Plan Refimnce

3elh,,da-CheV Chase
Nmn and West Silver

SPri.9

Facility Plan for the
C,pilal ::7, Trail

Bethe,da CBD

8elheSda CBD

W!heSda CBD

Sbtid Condition

Nm ProPosl

Proposed

Proposed

BLOC Disc-lon
Scorn’

Major c.nnecum betie” CaPi&l Cresmnl TrailfRmk
Creek Trail and NIHMdml C,”(,, Melm Slatlom
c“ven(ly si~n~ as a bike route be-n MD355 and
MDI 8% May be i~lem”ted as wti of Jo”= Bndw

Road buswy (W e .1 NCOU.,Y Tm”,imy)
No smre Pad of (mo-”1 on.,wd m“”e~on ,. Roti Creek Tmil

from Mllaoes olCheW C~aSe and Fn,”d,tip Height% till
CO””,ct to PrOPO%d UkWy .10”0 Weslem Atinue in
D.C, , Req”i,e, only s!gn,ge imProwm”,,

Major u“”eti(o” bewen Bethesda and Silver SWnq , to
be Iwlemnted a, pad of 0’-0””!y Tmnsimy

~

Inlerrm o“-r.ad ,.”,,,. Qet !,.11 u,,= ,tirom dmtom
Slver Spring ““I,( s.ti uw {he pmnenl trail IS built as
Pad of the Bi-Counly Tr,”,t~y. l“,erim o“.r~d <ad i,
as follow SteWti Avenue 10 M,cNgan Avenue ,0 Tslbo,
Avenue 1, Grace Ch”,ch Road to La90”,w11e Road 10
161R Street 10 B“dqe Steel (3rd &venue) w Fmwti

I
ProMdes tired mn”ecuon to ~ethesda Metrora(l slat,.”
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f I
SP.7 Weslem Aw”ue

+

SR.2B d.”,, M,ll Rosa

I I
SP-16 AmtimnLeg\o”B“dQe

Path

Bikmy

I

Limi&

I

Plan Rehmnce
~Ym

T
shared U* Bmdley b“,

Paih

SIg”ed shered D,C. line
~d-y

I
Onw L... Fnend,hiP Heighb CBO

+

Slo”@,mk OethMa.CheV Chax
Driw

I I I I
iilver SDrinaMakoma Park.-
SP.9 P.,5 East We,! Highway S,,,,. “,, Rock Creek Colesv,lle Road Noflh and West S,!”,,

(MD41O)
U,ung F Pm*de, i~mn, mnnetion ,0 a-t- silver spring

Path [MD3B4, Sur,n9 e“d (0 ,he S,1”,, S~ng Me{,. snd MARC sb,lo”s
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;Oti # 1978 Retie Bikw~ Name Blkeway Llmlm Plan Refamnce Stituti Condition BLOC 0iSC~5i0n

# mfemn~ TYW scow’

From To

SR-51 SUgO C,eek.T,kom SigneO shared Sligo C,mk Takom Takom P,* ?coPosed Fro_* ,0”,, i“ T,kow Pam Ma,,,, PI.”. Pmndes

Metmra’( Co”nxl.r rmdwy Trail Ma,ror,il (mo@n, co”n~fion b,tien a reglmal lmil and !he

statio”lD.c. Metro<all ,Pfem, Also cmnect, the Stigo Creek T,,(1 rnth
N., ih, Mei,om,lan B’m* Trail Rtie l,tis Mom WP\e

Awn”, and Ced,r A.,..,

SR.13 E- 19, P-50 F,a”ktin Avenue sg:o:d:yrd SNQOCreek Nodhwest k,t S’1”,, spnnQ PcOPO,ed PrO@de, co”necllo” be~en ~ Cou”,Nde P,* ,raili
Tm,l Bmnch Pa* Requires only sianage iwmwmn,s

bm”daw

DB.5 U“i-mlty Bo”l,mrd DUAL G-rgia P.G. CO””(Y E,,, S,l”er SPring Proposal E Shared “,, w,h bo,h sides from P.G. u., ,.1.495, shared

(MDf93] BIKEWAY Am.., 1(”, “se @lh we,l side I-495 to MD97, shard rmdmy ,nUre
sh,r~ “,. [MD97) Ie”gth, shared “,, Wth 1. be i~lewnt,d a, Pafl ti

Path .“6 sf,,ebmw i~ro”em”t% SHA till ,e+,dPe the road !.
.~wa~;a PoMde itio,~ .tivtie a’,,,. 0“ b~ si~m

SR. 14 SUgo Creek Pamy S’gnd %harti Unlvemity ?Coposed
rwdwy

Pod,.., ti Stigo P,ky already fee,”,, a ,ho”lde, on
HaL*hi,e Boulevard one side. 8, ,,.s14, ,hou!dem shou,d be Provided on bo,h

Ave.”, (MD193) side, of ,“u,. ,englh of road ,0 i~rove ssle,y 0! bo,h
(MD6m) CWI’,,, and mtofls,. ,mem”,atio” by M.NCPPC

SR-52 Forest Glen.Sl”e, SPnng %g”ed shsred Fore,, Glen
CBD e..”ea.r

swing Street Nmh and West Silver Propmed Sam as Nke ,0”1, 12 in NWh and West S1”,, ,Pr’og
rwdmy Rmd sPri.9 Master PI.”, Protides Imofla”l conn,ctio” I&mm Forest

Glen Metmi) S1aVo”f<omSO”th011495. Also vwide, a
cmnectio” be-n F.,,,( Glen Me,,.,,!! S&flO” and
domt- S1”., Spring, Co”nemon ,,8,s .0 ,omle,ion
0! Forest Glen PedestO,n Bridge PmPCt

SR.15 S1,0. C,eek Tra,l-S,lveC s8g:o:y:yrea silver Sp,i”g Sl,go C,eek

Soc’”g Metrorall
N!A Nw ProPo=l Sew as Bike, ,0”1,s 11 ,“d 14 1“ Nonh ,“d West S,1”.,

Met,o,a!l Trail
CO”nedo( still.”

SPring Mssler Plan. Route traml. along columia
Bo”lewti and woodland 00”,

DB-6 M0384,COI,,V,11, Rmd O“AL ! 6th s,,.., E,s,.west s,lwr Softn9 CBD
,0...,,0, to s! Iver Son”g 01KEwAV

Shared U= Path ProPmed No Smm Protides iqomnt con,~tion to %1.,, SPti”O Metro
H’Qhwy ,“ silver SPti”g CBD Plain

Metro Stil,o”
Sbtion fm” &CB Creek P.* vI. P,oPosed ,tg”@ %ha,eti

,!g”ed shared (MWIO) ,Ig”ed sha,~ rmdwy is rmdwy along Noflh Penal Drive i. D.C: s!gned shared
ro,dwy ,“d new Promwl mdmy Co”(d be iwtem”led by SIm[y i“%talti”g sign,
shared “,,

path
SP.12 Me,,oPo,i,,o Bm,m Trail shared “,, D.c. tine s~~r~a~ S’1,,, Spring CBD NO”h Pmposeti pm.”, (0 city Form pafi of mjor m.”etiio. be-” SIver S@og and

p.th and west Slwr Sp.ng o,,ak- Pa* and Takom P,* ❑nd south ;“,. (he ms,dti ,. U“ioo station.
St,,’.” East SIW, SPCing Mo”tQomT ColleW

Tak_ Park ew.s are COmlet.

(ensi ngton~he aton
SR.17 E-f 7, P-64 CO””,,,,,”, A“,... S,Qned shared K*n*i.gton Matthew New P’oPo,al F

(MD185) CO”ldor
M,tthw Hens.” Trail to Brighl”iew S,,e,t .1,”0 MD 185

,Oadwy a“d Patiwy He”,.” Tm,l
wde ,idewlk,

sewice ‘mdz Provide tide sidewlk along no”h side .1
MD185 10 Adam cm,, MD185 10 MaPlev~ 0,1”. to

Nwofl MII R-d to Lexington to Oupnl 10 Nash 10
Plye= Mill Road ,0 tide sid-lk almg m,, side ❑f
MD 185 OW, CSX to Howrd Avenue ,. Ken,l”gto”
Pa*my

SR.18 P-46 KnoM,ti s,,a,hmre S!g”e4 *red W!sm”sl. Conned,mt NM M,heX.Gw,e,(
Avenue (MD5,7)

Prm*d E Pro.iti im.nt ..nMim to Ore-m M,,m,
roadwy A“,””, Avenue Park s!,!10” a“d Beach DtivdRwk Creek Tmil, Pan of ,.”[,

(MD355] (MD1 85) my be along .eighbomo@ s1,,,1s 1“ Tw of Game(,
Paw, Requires only sig”age (Wrovem”ts

SR-~ Ceoar tioels.hl Sig”eo ,ha,ed Beech Driw Plyem Mill KM,ingto”-Whe,lon
A“,””,

P,OPOwd Sewe, as an imfl,nt on.~0 mn”ec,io” f- T- M
rw4way Road Kensl”flon to NIH and Bethesda.

1

t

i

I

—
M-NCPPC Dra@ bcal Area Transpotiation Review Guidelines Page 83



I

I
“Wr,v, ”,, u.”, ,Wn. m. ra-y ,. M“ , .“ ,“m,.=o

Mke 1,”,,, MHT ,. Samm Road tis SelMdge Rmd

%v%n Rmd 10 Newoti Mill R-d ma e.istina ,id_ll
armg MD5B6 10 Gail S(reet 1. Collew Mew w... cross
MD586 ,, Ne~o” Mill Rind. N_fl to G,andtiew
Avenue tia Da-n Avenc,e 1“ Ga!t Avenue to Fe”im,e

; rq”lms mdi”.uon M,t
MD 5ffi.

Glen Me!romll statiw MI

I
Plhalong south side

I
rq”!reremwlof 0“.s(,.,1 mti”g 0“ SOu,h side

behen S1!S. Crmk ,mi,
and MD9fi s“d on “Mh

.>. - ,.. - ,,-7 ,.

Road 10 Kend”glon Bwlem~

SP.13 P.6
Bus ~Pld Tran4t mooml I., 1

Fmsf Glen Rmd shar@ .,, &lvedere S!igo CrWk FWeSt Glen S,,1., Plan Prow,& for shared “,,
central pm ?1,., 7,,,,

I I Imofia.1 Cwnection to Forest,

.,.= ,, ”,,! ,,,.., ,.
BelWdere Plain

SR-22 P.6 Fwe,t Glen Rmd %gned shared Sem”av BelvMer, Fwe,t Glen s.,,., ma” Proposed
(M0192) --1

D. Fom vfl of imotini cmn~tion frm Rmk meek Tin,,
m-y Road Place to For-t 01,” Metromil ,tatiom Require, only ,ig”aw

lmmvem”ls

SR-23 - P-6 Forest Glen R-d. -st Sg.ed shared S1’go 6,””,,, b“,.., Nlh New vrowwl
-dwy Patiwy

Pafl of Iwmot m“”etiio” to Forest Glen Me,rwail
,Btion tim tie US 29 mtidw, Rq”i’e, .“1” ,lgo,w
imrowm.ts

5P- 14 R* C~,~T~I(.Fow~ shared“s, %o.e@rmk Sem”,V Rmd Free,, G,,” swtor P,,.
Glen Met,. m“n,c,m

?rwosed F- Pati of $~m”l co”ne~o” from Rock Creek Tmil
Mlh Rmd 10 Fowl Glen Me,romtt stitiow Peth my Pmm timt”lt t,

imem”t d“, to ste,P SIQ= and WSlble fwest

iWdS needs Iufiher sl.dy

SR-24 PIwm Wll -d SiSn@ Shard Rti C,eek Gmrgia New pmmml Pati of c,””e,tim from Kensi”g!on t, Wh~im CBO .nd
rmdwy PaMrail Avenue (MD97) Melmmil as wIl as betie” Roti Creek P,wm(, and

Ken,in@o” MARC. ReQ.ires blwcle and wde,w,n
-fely i-mm”,, ,, CO””WHCU! Aw”ue, A
CO””edlm 10 Ken,inglm WRC w“ld be Protided da
Wnt Paul Slreel and the rede.elomnt of me em”,

SR-55
Plant P,OWW along MetmWNb” A=”.,

Ryam Wll Rmd Sligo Sig”ti shard PIwm M(1I
=eek mnnedor

U“ivemity Ke”S”Q,m.Whea,on New oromwl Identifies Bw”stiti Awn”, and ~“”i, Aveme a,
mmy Rmd Bo”lenrd signed shared rmdw~. Se- ,, i~tint mnmc,,on

be-n SNW Creek Tmil and 0,1-of Kensln@m
and VI”S WSI.
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—-



Oti # 1978Rou& 8ikeway NaM Slkway Llml& Plan Refemn~ Shtti Condition BLOC Discwlon
# mfemnm TYW Scorn’

Fmm TO
SR.25 P-5 W-Meld ShoPPi”Q T- s,gg~~yti Plyzy Mall W“Q Rwd Wheatm CBD ProPosed P4Yem MI( Rwd 10 BW”Srnck A“,... 10 Mtiedy $lr~,

cm”e,tw b To,mnw SUeet 10 Ml WW -ad M .f m“a~.m

from tinsington 10 Wheat.” CBD and Metroraik R-.(,.,
O“IY sigmge iwm”emnt,

SR-26 Wesme,d shopp(n~ T- $g.a shared 7..,”., Reedie Dflve Wheat.” CBD Pmw,ed P.* d co”,ecflon fmm KensingfO” 10 Wheat.” CBD a“d
Mall R,”Q Rmd roadwy Stme! Matmrail , till mq”l,e agree~”l Mth W ,sNeld

CmwatW, my uIU-!.IY b- a shard m.
wth~de sidem(k as wti o, wll ,tieve(opmnt

SR-27 Reedie Dtiw Signed Shared Mall Ring MD97 whea!on CBD P’ops& Pafl 01 CO””M,W from Ken,in@on to Whealo” CBD and
rmdwy Rmd Me!rorail , Req”lres only d~”age iv,owmnts

SR.29 P.i3 Kens; ”g,on Parkwy Stg~a~~yred JOn:mBp H_rd New DroPosal Iw.tian! cmnection 10 Rmk Cr=k Tmil and 8..* Drive
Ave.., f,om Tom M Ken,ingto” : Provides a good .!temaUv,

mule !0 Connecticut Avenue conned, to Mk~y o“
Jo”es Bridge Rmd Requi,~ only ,lsnage imrovemn,,,
Conn=tion to G-tow Branch Tmil W. Jones Btidge
Rmd

Taste rn County
08-7 P-7 NW HamPshire A“,””, DUAL D.c. ,(”. LmkwN East Sil,e,O~kn”g, White

(MD650]
MOdifiti PmPO=l F lwlemnmt(on .oRh o{ ,.495 ti,l require land aq”(,it(o”

BIKEWAX Drive
H,lle”dalaakom Pa* ,h.ea ~,

0, ea,emn!, for shared “se Pati and ,ede,ign ti
(d-y (reSti@m to mke wte, la- Wd-) ,.

mlh and ,cm_date shared rmdwy White Oak Ma,,., Plan
shared Mo_”d, wlh 0’ ,har& rmky, ,h!, P!an

,oa*y ,emmm”ds bo[h , POmm ,o”,h of 1495 Pm,ides am,,,
to WSII” 10-1 de,ll”a!lo”s, b“, m“”.,,, ,. SMgo Creek
Trail, 10 Ukewy along PIney Bm”ch Rmd end,. a

Fm=d *ared U* w~h !. th= nsmt M Cd”W,%, to
be iwlemn(ed as mfi of stcee@mPe lwrowm”!s by
de”eloPer% Q.P, !0 b, mmPletd by m“nty SHA also
should COnsider rO.Stti@”Q the md to Dmvide ,of_l
.Mme .’.,,. o“ bolh side, (See AP~”flx D)

SR-30 - New Hamvsh,re Avenue S,qned shared Lmkmod Ra”dolPh Road Wk,,e oak Ptoomea F
(MD650). w“,,, Oak

k“diti~ r-e for SHA .Ncyde arw%. {x. TWX Ob
rwdwy 0,,,, t. be [W fem”!d Me” rmd is ,esttiped or Epvti

BL.f 1 N,. HamPs,,,e Avenue 0,,, lane, Rando,D, Soe”cew,,le Wh,,e O,wcl.verly E,isfl”g from Rand.! ph E
(MD650) Cole,v#ll, Road

Can”,.!, ““w,.”, m“n!yide Mkwp, fom P.” of
Road (MD198] Road ,. CaPe May Road: link .10”s length of MD650

othe~,e Pmwsed

DB-B New Ham,,,,,, Ave.”, DUAL Sw”cew,lle Ed”., Road Clovetiy
(MD650) Ed”o, 61KEWAY Road

Shared u,. wth i, E Mke 1,”,, 10 be imlewn,ed wth f“,um ,md
ex,,li”g, bike 1,”,s are Imr.vem”,,

shared use (MD198) ProPosed
w,h and Uke

1..,,

SP.15 N% HewshIe Ave.”, shared U,, Ed”., Rmd Oln,y-se.dy S,.dy sp’in@A,hton Prom,ed E Shared US, mth ,0 be imPlem”tM Mth f“(”re road
(MW50) A,htm Peth s~;Doly immvemnls

DB.9 colum(.Npfi; (US9) OUAL Spencetitie Faidand~mle Oak
BIK~AY

Pmomed
H:+>: Road (MD198)

No score
Ie”gfi 0. US29 (Sho”lti,, ~ tired ~red rdwv
US29 Cwter Nkewy, sign@ ,hamd rwdmy ,“1!,,

shared “se ato”g Ioml s1,,,,s a“d ,ha~ “se mlh, a, al,emative
mlh and Lmk_d ,o””ectio” , siand ,har~ rind-y etie”ds to H_,d
shared WV, County U“, along shoulder of the .W US29 ,Vg”mnt

roatiy

—
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SR.34

BL.12

SP.16

SP-17

BL-13

SP. 18

BL.14

*.19

SR.56

E
SP.20

SP.2,

SP.22

%

Faifia”d Road east SfiarW .,,

path

B,QQ, chane” Road 8,ke ,,..,

W,t

~, Chamy Road Shared us,
ea.! oath

T
Soe”cewil(,Road Sh.,ed“se

(MD,98)Fa,,land m,,

4D19WMD28 $heced “$, Shered us,
w,h W,h

Llmi&

*

Tsh Rwd Spencmille
RWd (MD198;

.ai”, ama w..
T,a,i G.ow,,

Co””t, [,”,

-zbndOIPh Col”~i, P,ke
Road (US9)

Columa Pnnw
Pike (“s2g) George,s

0“”(” w“,

New Old Cautila
HaWsh,,e P,ke

A,..”,

T

BLOC Dlscwsion
scow.

I
1

Fow wti of the uS29 CO-1,, Mk_y, W“n=t(m t,
SIIWT SPnng White Oak Master Plan rec-nds ti,he,
a shared “,, @lh or Mke lane

1
Good co””eflm, (o ❑ther bik-~, buf no, to,,..,{, M
ad!tily c,”,em
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lob # 1976 Route Bikwy Name BikewW Llmlb Plan Re@mnm Sbtid CondiUon BLOC Discwaion
# mfemnw Tw Scorn,

From 10
SP.23 Geenmstle Road. es! %,=6 “Se Robey Road Prince F,idand W=d

p(h
Connects to PWWSM shared “se mth along Prince

Gem,% Geocoe* COUOIY wnim of the wd
C..”ty w.,

DB.j 1 Gwen-,tle Rmd -St DUAL Co!.tii, Robcy Road Faifland Ex!,Ung
BIKEWAY,

Protide, mnnectio” f,m US29 CO-I,, Bikmy ,0
Rke (“s29, Faifland Reg’onal Park

shared use
wth and bike

lane

=

SP.25 E* ~ndolDh Road WI

BL.45 P-55 mndotm Rmd mnlml

SP-26 P.55 -“dolph Road ..,!

SR.32 AsP,” fill Rmd

E
BL.35 M“nus$er M,II RO,O

{MO1 15)( Nom,c, Road
{MD20,

SP.29 Georg,a Avenue (MD97)
No”h

SR.33 S.11 ml P,, Rmd m,t

Shard “,, b“dolPh KeT Mill Rmd New proposal
Path R-d

Protides imDoti”t m“”ed,on from Nodhw,.f B,..* ,“d
Wheat.” Regional P,* to Glenwn, Me!m’,il ,btiox till
be afic”lt to i~le~”t due !. ,teeP leml” and dmi”age
i,,”,,., MNCPPC MS msl @ the Ia”d required f., ,he
pth.

Shared “se Rocktitle Pa*lam Dnw Kens’”Q!on.whea,o,, -sting, b“! in Pa.,
*m Pike

Pad of O“e of only a few east.w,( cros,-m”nty
Notih &,hesda.Ganet, mnatio”

(MD355)
CO””edom

P,*

Wk. lane Paruam Velm Mill -d Ke”ti”s,on.Whe,tw; P,oPosed
Dnm

Pati or one d O“(Y a few easl-w,t cro,,.mu”ly
(MD586] Noflh Oei~~-Garetl .Onneaow, to be t~lem”ted as P.* of f.tire roatiy

or slreetsa~ I-vem”ls

Shared “,. VeIS Mill Kem M,II Ken,i”gton.Wh~,o” MdiRed ProPos1 Pati d 0., of only. few e,,t.wst mo,s-co”n,y
Pa[h Road Road{

(MD588] Notihws,
CO””ectom

Branch Trail

S(Q”M shared veir, M,,, Co”nectic”, New P’OPO,,I
,oSdwy Road Awn”,

Protides goti conn=~o. 1. Rmk Cr~k Trail; Rw”i,~
only slg”age imro.etints

(MD586] (MD1 85]

B’ke 1,”,, Tti.b,ook M,,,hm Aspen H(1 P,owsed extra @de
P,tiy Hens.” T=(1

NO SCOre p,o~de, o.d mnn=U.. 1. Rock Creek Tmil and
shoulder c“me”,ly cd,,, Matthw Hen,.. Tmi!

shared “s, W( P,, Road Ma,(hew A,Den Hi!! Pafl(y ,Xi,ung. m,,ly F P,Ovides CO””,CUO. ,. Matthew H,.,.. r,,!,
W,h Hen,.” Tmil Proposed

DUAL GeorQ’a La@,ll Road Olner C1.vetiy PmPosed
BIKEWAY Avenue

No score P,fl of ivom”t CCo,s.co”n,y m.nectio” bewee”
Rxknlle and B“tio”snllc inlesti, tith n“mrous

Sh,,ed “s. (M097) co”n,wde Mkew~ and Ioml Mk_H M(I be PrOMded
we ..6

s(gned shared
,, Pafi M @*m& mdmy !Tml%

roadwy (w,de
curb lanes)

B,ke lane, Wmdfield Geo<qi, UPPer Ro.k Proposed E
Road Avenue [MD97, Creewolney

lW.mnt moss-”otY COnnecuo.: To be iqlemnted es
Wd of f,(”,e ,w~y lmmvem”b by Sm. R.”,,
includes ~oti segmnt of MD28 .,., MD97.

shared .,, O1ney- Glenm”! AsP,, Hill New ProPos!, wfl of F
Pa,h

W,!l be Cm,tWCled ,S P,ti of Georgia A,,,., B“,wy
Laflo”s”,lle M,!,.,.!( G.orgla A~7”7ye Bu,my

Road SUtion
(MD108)

%gned shoed NO*e,k G,wgia Awe” Mll
mmy

Proposti
Rmd (MD28) Awn”, (Mn97)

Pcovidw @ a-s k tihm~ frm ,,s, mn,y,
indudi”g mnn@lo”s 10 n“~,o”s Co”nt~de Wk_~
requires only ,ig”age imrovem”,s
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Rotie # 1978 Rob Bikway Name Bikewy Llml@ Plan Refemnm SQt@ CondlUon BLOC Discussion
# mfemnce TW Scorn’

Frm To
sP-30 S.11 0,1 Pre Road. east sham “,, Geomia Latiill RWO tiDen Hill msung, but i“ poor

p!h Awn”,
Pmid= wti ae,m, to mdcwnty from .,,, m“n,y,

(MD182) mndiho” in PI,-, incl”dng mnne~on, 10 numm”s Coun,Mde 8ik_w
(MD97)

BL.17 S-12 m“ifan, Rmd &k, ,,..$ h,~;,:2~d G& HOP, &pen HI1t clovedy Existing, b“, “eds ,ions Conned, MW~ bike 1,”,s rn(h 0,! We shared u= 0,,,
and La~(ll Rmd b;ke lanes requires only ,ig”age
(W.-.ts

BL-t8 s.% bwll ~0 IMD182) Bike 1.”,s Georgia Ntieck Rmd Asmn Ml! Eti,ting beme” E,F Maior connemm !. Glenmnt Melrwll sbuoq
Avenue (MD28) Wintwwte Drive and
(MD97)

co””edio”s 10 seveml ~“”t~de %(kewfi
MD97 , pwmed be~en

MD28 and W“terga(e
Drive

SP.3, Ed”or R08UL,~11 Ro,d sha,4 U,. Notiti ~e~,~~gdw
(MO,82)

&,t, ,Img Ham,him E Pr~de, con”ectio” to seveml ~u”wde mk-~; wt
pth Road (MD28) Ha4Wmlm Grems pPetiy mly

Awn.,
be iqlemn!ed a, wfi & future rmtiy Imrovemnl,,

(M~50]
by develop- aodlor as indewndml CIP projed

SR.W Pa*~and m“,{ Smed shared Veis M,ll 0,1 P,, Rwd A,Pe” Ml, Promsti
Che,ftield Road

%m of altematlw m,, ,10”8 C.””*,JW, Am”.,;
,oa*y Road

(MO%6)
Provia= m“”emon to R& ~eek Tmil , Req”Ies o“,y
sig”,ge rmmve-,,

SR-35 ~UM DriRMm;-mfleld %g”~ shared N,tie.k Gemgia ~wn Hill Propmeo
rmdwy Rwd ,MD28] Avenue (MD97)

Iw.mnt C.n.w!im be-n MD28 and MD9Z Require
mly SIg”age iwmvemnl.

SP.32 EWV L... shard .s. M.nm,,e, Georgia Otney
oath

Exi,u.q, except fm
:;;:; Awn”, (MD97,

GaP to be mvl,tad mm Emv Rmd i. r~,lonti
fissing WV Qap 1.- pa M ,Ilem,fim Wti 1,.11route ,0 amid sensi,iw

m“”eti(”g to MDT 15 e“ti,o”-bl ,esoums i“ the - Creek Nodh Bmnm

BL.i9 Hi”,, R-6 O,ke ,a”a ash,,, Road Gewgia Ol”ey
Ave.”, (uD9,,

Existt”g P,otide, nel~titi cm”etiion to MD97

SP-33 . Hines Rmd-NWh Ora”~ Shared use Rmk creeKs Cashell Rmd Ol”ey Pmm,d
CO””ec,w

Iwti,”t W* WI mnnmtw till be rquird IIM..
Pth No”h B,axh

r,,{!
Ntieti CW”IV Club is ,M,v,1oN

BL-20 We Ml! -d B,ke 1,”,, M.,-,,,, Olnep UPDer Rmk P’op,d
Mill Rmd

Pan 01 imtia”l m“nedlo” fmm Ol”ey ,. Shady Grove
Uti.nstille Creewlney ~tro S~tiM (Ma N~d~ Rwdk ,hmlder, ,Irmdy

(ml i5) Rwd fMD308) etit h -“1s

SP.% S68 Oln,y-Laflons411e Road Shared “w 01”,” M(1 G-rgia Olney
(MD108) Ol”ey West

W,ting, bo(h sides F
plh

Impotient 1.-1 m“”,.,., to Olney r- Cen$er
Rmd Avenue (MD97)

SP.35 Olney%”d” S~ng Shared use GwrQta D-lo’ Uti
- (Mpg:) Omy

Olney ti,Ung, bo(h sides F Ivoda”l Iowl Wnntio, to Olney Tm cent,,
pth ;MFg Rmd

s?.% 01ney4a*on,d,,e Rmd Sh,md u,, Latimsv,lle Olney w,,, Rmd Olney Propsd
(MD708)hfionsville

F ProndS w“”,c,Io” 10- Creek Tmil SGtem a, w!,
oath T-

bo””d,v
as to Olney lM wntm me .**Nng sbr~ .S Fth, mlb
be Iwlemnted Incremnf ally as ma of I“,”,, rwdwy

lw~d-.fs, bY devel.w= a.dlor as Indeoendenl CIP
Pm
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Roti # 1978 Route Bikemy Name
# mfemn-

r
I

SP.39 Gsrgra A=.,, (MD97,-
Brooketil!e

I I

Rockville and Gaithersbur VI

c

sP4~ P.20 No”hBe,he,da,,,!,

SR-36 Grosvenor [ane,chesh,re
Lane

I I

eik~
TYW

Llml&

Cedar U“,

Old
Geo,Qe,-

Ro.d

-

Lane

Fall, Road

T
Gwrget_

Road

To
!-rd county

!(”.

Ol”,y-%”dy

S~$;l~~d

~

Haw,hl’e
Avenue
(MD6w)

BmOkenll,
Rmd

I-@ Co.”ly
u“.

PO”-
G,ow,,s

county 1!”,

Plan Rhmnce S&tti Condition BLOC Olscmsfon
Scorn.

Otoey tils!l”g Oa,h betien No score Conneas Ol”ey m-.iues Mth ,0-,!,,,, ,“ S,,.,.
MD108 ,00 Now& CO””IK wII be i~lem”led incm-hl,y ,, Pam o,,.,.,,

Rind, other segmnt, ,mdmy lvmvem”l,, by develoPem and{., as
Proposed i“depe”den! CIP prdiect

Clove fly Etist(ng Path behen Con”=!s O1”ey co-nitie$ rnlh Co-”ltiw in eastern
MD108 and Nowood m“nln till be (Wlew”ted a, wt of f“t”,e ‘-MY

Road; PmPosed Path from (mpm-nls
Nowd Road ,0 MOI 82,
PrOPmed tike [,”,, from

MDIQ1O MD6~

O!”ey PmPO,ed, existing in shoti No SCW, P,Ovid,, good ,o”netilo” from Brook6$le !0 Olney
segm”k

Olney Nm P,OPWI E will be im;=m.ted a, pad of any tit”,, ‘Wowy
,mpm.em”,,

1998 Co””tWide P.* Proposal
Trail, Plan

WI( be buil, l,m,n ,CC i, b“!,,

+

1

~

PrOwde, !mPo”,”, mnneti,m to bo,h ,he No”h b,hesda
Trail and G,.,”,”., Metrom,l ,t,l$o% could be
lmlem”ted qu!mly by si~ly in$~lhng signs

Fills I. a sg.ifim”, gap I. counlwde blk-y ne~,
Patti 10 be P,ovided tie” shoool”g w“f,r i, ~e”elo~ti.

God $hmlder ,,,s,s for Pafl of miw mn”echon to Grosvenor Me!romll sb!ion,
msl of ,md cmne~ ,0 mny .,”,, m“”lwde mk-~, i“duting

Femwod and Sew” LO*X signed shared mdwy
could be Iwlem”,ti quickly Mth only ,ign,ge

8 ,Idwa,k . . n.”h ,(de Wior tonne.uo. to Grosvenor Metromil statiom cm”ect,
mstly mqlele, *.m to NOflh Oethe,da Trail, mndidnte ,wO f., .rwd flet. 1.

saps ,cw_dele Mke 1,”,s 0, tide o“~de 1.”, (see pge
28 for exPlanauon)
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ROti # 1S?8Roti Bikmy Name Blkway
# mfemn~ ry~

SP43 P-14 0,0s-”0, Con”eclw Shar~ “se
wlh

DB-22 Eesl JeHemo, S,,,,, DUAL
BIKEWAY.
shad .,.

Mlh and
s(g”,d ,h.,,d

,Mky

SP45 MstinelN RMd shared .,.

oath

SP46 Old Gs,w,_ Rmd shared .s,

~th

DB-13 Nebel S(,,,! swth D“AL

OIKEWAK
b!ke 1,”,, aod

shared .,,
wlh

BL-26 Nebel S,,=,. nmh Bike ,8.,,

SP.47 Nebel S,,,,, etie”dti Shareo “,.

m,h

SR.37 N,cho,,on Lane Stg.ed shared

,wdwy

BL.27 Mcholso” LanelPati,ew B,ke ,,”,,

D,!”,

SR-58 Luxwno, Lane(Road Sg”ed shar~
mtiy

Liml* Plan Re~mn~ Stimti Condition BLOC Discmslon
Scorn’

From 10
~ch mm Metro$181!.” Nmh ~the,da.G, met, P_ed

P.*
Shared “se Palh 0, tide ,idMlk from ~ati h“, ,0
Gmswno, Me(m stall.” via MD355 jughandle at
G,.,.,”,, La”, aod =s1 side of MD355 “P !0 T“cke-”
h“,

,
&ec”tiw Nebel S,,,., Nmh Be,hesda.mmet, Eti,!i”g Iw-”t mn”tia” !0 WWte FNnt Mclrorai! station and
BO”lewm P,* !he future .Nofih Belhetia Tw Cen,ef

Rmknlle Nebd s,,,,, Nodh Befhed..G,,r,,, Etis,ing
Pike P&

(MD355)
Wmol,.. O,d Nofih Bet~~-Ga”elt ysti.g shad “* path Pad of imdanl m“”~o” ,0 WM1e Flint Metmm(l

b“, Gewt_ b,ke lane, are proposed S@fim and the future .Noflh Be,hesd, ,- c,ofe,.
Rmd

Old Ra”dolPh Rwd No”h &theti*Gamel, P,wsed
G,orget-

Pafl ti tmofia”t m“nsHon to WNte Flint Met-i,
P.*

R&
SUtiO” and the f“l”re .Notih Bethesda Tow Cent.?

RandolPh Cheom” NIA ?Copsed
Road A,,.”,

To be built as wfl of ClP ~ojec( # 5~~5”

old Nebel S,,,,, No”h Bethesda.Ga~,, P<Wed Require, tide, outside (raw, lane that MI, be pronaed
2eorgel- ?a*

Road
we” road Is rndenea

Uebel S,,,,, Ttinb,ook No”h b,h,,d,.e, r,” P(ws&
Pemy

P’ofide, wa of co””ectims to both Wtile Flint and
P,,k 7rntiti Mtimil stilt.”,, R,q”t*sw&ti lane

Wdms or tide’ md b am-f, the tike 18..s.

Oe-raq Tilde” L,”, N&h ee,he,da<a.e(, Prow@
Bo”l,wm

F.- W“ of a m“”~on bemm N~h klh~da and
P,* R& Wti”g t“d”,tnal P.*
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Blkway Name

wSha~:hU,e Ha,Pin, Rmd “elm M,,, R..,
(Mmmy

No~eck R0,6
(MD28]

B’ke 1,..s F’ederiti Ve(m Wll R-,
Roao (MD586]

(MD355)

I I
DUAL Rtiland Mu”w,,er M!!(

BIKEWAY Road Road [MD, +5)
,hati “se

Plan Refemnw S@Wd CondiUon BLW Di5CWSSi0n
Scorn.

1 I 1 I

=

Provtdes oo-d mnnetirtity to mjor emptoyem i. Rwk
SD”ng Ind”,ttiat P,*, O“tslde Lane, should be tidened,
0“-s(mel wk,ng should CO”ti””e to be fl,COUmWd.

ProviOes o.-rwd COnned(wty !0 mjm emloyem an Rock
5Pnng I“d”stnal P.*, O“tslde Lane, $ho”ld be Mdened,
0“.,treet vati(no should mnti”ue !0 be dlsm”mged.
RtiledQe .1,. ,ndudes a FNO. of !he Rwk SPnng

Provides co””eti, o”, 10 Roti SPnng, OMm Pak,
Mo”lQomw WI!, CaNn Jmn ReBlo”al P.*

New PmPWl , eight.fml M&l link CO””,M”O D,mcr.w Bo”lemti tith Rti
.idWlks {mncrete psths SPn”g Ind”sttial P,* and CaMn John Regional P,*

,,(s1 m bolh side,

City of Rmkville NO scwe Provides ivofla”t CW”stio” 10 desti”atio”s along
Rtiti\\e Rke, inti”ti”~ Trnnbrook a“d RoW\le
Melrorail station,

Noflh Be,hesda-Ga”et, Proposed 1~.fiafll COOneCOOnt. TMnbroW Met,orail sb~on. R-d
Pa* is V.V “a.w, adequate ROW my “01 etist SiQ”ed

shared ,mdwy (tide outside,,.,) ,hou,d be prondM a,
a timmm

I 1 1
Nwh 8e,he,da.Gamtt ProPosed Major mnnecfio. 10 Notih Belhesoa, retil .1..9 MD3S

Pa*: Po,omc snd Rock Creek Trait to be built es o,ti of MO”,,-,
S“bmQiO” Pa&y project

,
City 01 Rtiti!la, UP-, &,o.g Pati of M,lle”nium Trail , segw”t beWee” MD355 and

Rock Creek %u1hlam should W re-butlt by ~ty i“ 2003

UPPer Rock Creek I Existing I F I Protides Qoti con,ectim to Rockn,Ie,, MI,,enni”m T,al, I

UpPer Rock Creek, Pmmsed Fom wfl of im~a”! co””ed(on (o Shady Gwe
Shady Gro~ Sect.,

(wne.tly ““dewy)
Mel’orail ,tatlon

I I I
new -Wd P,otide, dm! con”ectim ,0 Shady Grow M,,mmil

sbllon
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Rotie# 1978 Rou& ❑ikeway Name
# mfemnw

, 1

I [
OB.23 Wocy M~lt”ghouse

RwdfSbdy Gove R.,,
etie”d,d

E
SP.M w west Am.e [MD

28)

SP.57 Tmrilah Road

.

8L.32 hfief Mill Road

SP-58 Ouince Orcbd &d

F
00-16 Damest~N~fl~d (MD28

SP.59 Oamest_ Rmd south

SP40 LO.Q Drafl R-d

I I
Shared “se mm, md mme,,-

p,m (MDIW) Road (MD28]

+
Sha;~ D“fief Ml, Dame,,-

Rmd -d (MD28)

Plan Rfimnw Stitd condition

Pqe 92 heal Area Transpotiation Review Guidelines M-NCPPC

1
mthemb”rg and ProPed

Munity



R
Ro~ # 1978 Roti

# mfemnce

OB.17

DB-29

E
DB-24

SP.63 S.85

SP44

SP65

SP46

BL.33

Germantown &

kSP.68

SP.69

Wkewq Name Blkeway Llmlh Plan Re@mnU S@tuW CondiUon BLOC Discussion
Scorn.

Fw To
C1.pvrRmd/D(,~”d DUAL &ml Clatib”m %Ihemb”rg and ProPosed E P,ondes d(nc, CO””eao” to Cl,y of Gaith,rsb”m ,, *,1

Avm”e (MD, ,7) BIKEWAY, A“,””, Rmd (MD121) Vici.itr city d a, (0 wvem, MARC s,,00”s l~mwm,s by SHA

shared “se &(thembuw
path and

““de-y i“ 2003 for lmP,ovem”ts w,Mn Gailhembu,g

Sio”ed shared
d,y (d,,

m
Go,hem Rmd DUAL Odendhal Wameld Rwd N/A Nw PrOP%l

BIKEWAX A“,””,
Cuwently In fedti!y planning (200~4 ), projea includes
both a Shared use @th and tide outside ,,,”,1 I,”= 10

shared u= ,.,0-,,. signed shared ,mdwy

Path a“d
signed shar@

mwy

Muddy Branch R,,d DUAL Darneslow Cl~M~:,~~d Gaithersb”rQ ,“d Exi,u”g 8 conmete
BIKEWAY Road (MD28)

Pmtid~ a~ct .o””,cHo” to City of G,i,hs,,b”,g as ml,
Wuni(y city d sidewalk #n ,Wm”ts, P,fh a, a“ I“d,ed CO””WUO” ,. Gaithemb”rg MARC $blio” ;

,har* “Se m(tiembug -m i“ M.-, need ~ Pratide mtiskn(~dth Wh for ,“1,. r~~y,
Pal~~:~,Wke adeq”a,e ROW ,.!s!, for Mke 1,”,, Me” mad is tidened

or rmo”s(mcl,d i“ lhe f“t”m

Great S,”,= Mghwy Shared “,,
(MD4 19] plh %fidM) ‘“::;W’ ‘g~~;:”

Exi,ti”o No score Wovid,, ,,.,1,,”, on.md COn”,,u.” b,me.
Ge’mnl~ and Gailhe=b”W

Freder,ck Rmd (M0355) Shawd “,, Gude Drive Wa,k,os M,,, OtYti RWknlle, C((Y of E,!,,, in~:gw~;~ m,tly F Pmtide, . ...,,,”, mnnec,(o”s to downtow Rotiti(le and
~lh Rose Gaither,burg, Shady Gai(her,b”,g W(I be iqlewn!ed in,remntilly a, Pad

Grow sector

Riti!er Fam Rmd %ared “Se Great

of future roatiy i-mmnfs and by de”e[oPem

CloPPr Road NIA NW ProP-1 To be b“ill I,c,,w,Q1lY by deve,o~s mstly
path S,”,= (MD4 17)

Highmy
(MD1 19]

:O,ndor C’,’., T,.”,(MY S,a,ed .s. Shedy Grove Fr,de,’,k Road ,.2,0,”s ,5 corridor
Mke wth

ProPo,ed, a(,hwg” Connets msl ti the mior ewlommt ~“tem in the 1.
pth ~:t:;it (MD355) S!”dy already ,,,s,s i“ ,egmn,s 270 Comdor no”h ti RwkMlle to be !Tlem”ted fully a,

a, vfl of olher Nk_P P.* M CCT Vojeti

S.”,- mad b,, (.”., R,.,, W Dar”,,,..” G,\\he$~Mg a“d P,-ed, .\{m* pmm
(MD190)

~~~ Me, Rmd dml tik~ mm UWO””V tikewy
Rwd (MD28) V’c,n,ty ex;sts ., i“lem,c,,on I

Se”em a“d MD28
I I I I I I I

‘Iarksbura

Germn,om Road
(MD,18)

Falher H“dey
OD,\emmW,dge R-d

(MD 27)

Obsewat(o” Dnw

T
DUAL D,r”e,,om

OIKEWAY. Road (MD28)
,hBred .s.

oath anti
,!g”ed shared

,O,dwy

I

F,ede,,ck Road Ge,mn,om
(MD3551

B,ink Rma

Frederick R-<
(MD365)

SegmntbeWee”MD118
and Ut,le S,”.= creek I,
existing ,qm”l bewen

Ullle S,”,G creek .nd.
MD355 i, pmpm,d

T
Major connetion to and through Gemntow C,”,,,

4. score Provides COnnmtim to Qmntom Q.,,. ,egmn, of
Path till be b“(,t a, wfi of F,fhe, H“d,y Bo”lemrd
etie”sio. (projed u“dewy 1“ 2W3)
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SP-70

sP.7t

SP.72

F
DB-I 8

DB-26

TDB.27

+

BL.34

SP.75

Bikeway Name Bikeway
Tp

zsigned shared
roadw

WaMn, MC(IRmd D“AL

BIKEWA?
sh,,ed “se

wth ,nd
signed ,hared

roadw
RtMef~ RM BI~,,.~

:cT.Bl,CkH,llconned., shared “,,
w!h

I 1

Igrictitural Crescent

Llml* Plan Retimnce Shtti condition eLw Discussion
Swm”

FM TO
Icc Fr&Mck Rwd aamb”rg, ~wed *IW .Otih.side.f.md cmnrn..; my etiend 10 ICC;

(M0355) Ge~nf_, W[! be built as P,” of f“,u,a M*Y wstwti!on and,.,
Gailhe%b”,g and

V,u”lty
,W”em”ls

p!h
SR.61 WOOdf#eld Road (MD 12, ) S,gned shared Wafi,,d Wood fle,d mm,.”,

.Centr,l ,Oadw y Rwd El:z~v

DB.28 Wood field Rmd [MD 124) DUAL Midco..ty Wafl,,ld Rmd 1978 MPO Gal,bemb”,g New WWI
South BIKEWAY High-y

SiWe@ ,haed
and V,C;”I,Y

mmy and
shared use

Path ~

Rowe,, i~otin, mnnection toGaithemb.rg from tie

—
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‘Roti # 1970 Route Bikewy Name Blkeway Llmls Plan Retimnce Stituti Condtion BLOC DiscmstOn

# mfemn- TYW scow”

Frm TO
SR.62 S.ndow Roawa,ink sig:~~~yrti Frederick Dawsc.s Ol”ey

R-d

Modified PmPosal Provi6es ,,,, ea,t.w,, m“,. in ,h!s wti o, ,he m“”ty,

R~;~~ Rmd (MD 6W) m“”edl”g 1- of b~on,wlle tilh 1.270 cWdw and
(h,w“”[~de bikewy nemti

SR40 &mesnlle Road Sg”ed shared claR~ay Beallstille NIA New WOPOS,I E,F Pmnde, co””eti(on bewe” Umestil,e and

(MD147]/Bamesti!le ,w6-Y Rmd (MDI09)

Rmd

Germ”tow , .e&s shoulder imro-nl,

[MD121)

SR41 brnestow Rwd (MD28) signed tiared *“.= Road Ballsvilre N(A New P,OPOSI F

Poole$vllle road-y

Pmndes m“”tio” bewe” Ptiesrnlle and Cmnlwde

Road (MD! 09) Bikewy NeMti neds sho”tder iqromwnb

SR42 Dame,!- Road (MD28) SgneO shared ea;~ F,tien:k NIA NW ProPo,al E

UckemO” mm”

CO..eCls P(op.sed blkewy alonQ MD28 In Frederick
Cwnly lane CO””ty M1h Co””t@de &kmy Newoti needs

$ho”!der iwrovemnts

SR.43 L, flonsri,!e Rmd Signed shared T-of N14 New PPO,,I
Ha;~him

E Pmtide, oafl of mnnetio” ~tien O,m,c”s and

(MD108] mtiy Laflo”,mlle Olneykaflo”,til!e need, shoulder imrowwnb
Ave.”,

(MD6W)

SR44 P-39, S-19 ti-scus R-d Slg;:y:yrd w:gD:77d %ndy spring 1978 MPB Prop,ed E
[MD108VN,W Ha~,mre

Provide, one ml only, fw ea,t.wst CWnedion, in “pp,
A,hlo” Road

Awn”, (M06W] (MD108)
P,* of the Wu”tq needs ,ho”lde, iwwem”b

SRd5 WNte, Few Road Sg”ed shared Wrnel.w -11,”! 11, NIA Nw P,OW%I E
IMD<O1)

Frond,. Pad M CO””WIO” Dehen Poole,wlle and the

,-*Y R-d \MD28) R-d (~1~) Ga,mesb”rg and 0.-.,- a,w , need, ,hm,dec
Iqro.emnls

SR46 Whites Few Rmd Sigo& shared W,ll,nlle Ww,es N(A New DrnPOm,

Pmlesvll!a m“ntim

PrOndes W* of mn”etiion betie” Pmle,rille and the
Mdwy Rqd F,w[~;Mc GailheBb”rg and Ge~n,m area , neds shoulder

(MD109) Iqrov-k

SR47 8,,11,,( 11, Rmd (MD109) S,g:~~;y,ed wh~::,yw Barnswlle N(A New P,00WI No smre Prowde, m“”~otity be~n Pml~tille and WmeSM!(e.
Road [MD4 ~7) Also Drovides ivoflant connwtion t. ~mesnlle MARC

,MDI07) ,@Uon; needs should,, iqrow-~
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